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OBSERVATIONS,  &c. 


AD  my  perufalof  Dr.  Pearfon’s  “ Examination 


of  the  Report  of  the  Vaccine-Pock  Committee’' 
terminated  in  the  firft  few  fentences  of  his  exordium, 
l fhould  have  been  eminently  gratified.  Voluntary  and 
honourable  teflimony  to  diftinguifhed  merit  is  cer- 
tainly a pleafing  theme  of  contemplation.  No  more 
unequivocal  tribute  of  applaufe  could  have  been  of- 
fered, than  is  here  rendered  to  Dr.  Jenner.  The 
term  and  title  of  t£  the  difeoverer  to  the  public  of 
the  Vaccine  Inoculation”  is  unreluctantly  awarded  ; 
and  it  would  have  foiled  my  acutefl  conje&ure,  to 
imagine  how  this  ample  admiflion  could  have  been 
made  a prelude  tQ  the  mod;  inimical  attack  on  his  re- 
putation, claims,  and  capacity.  The  tranfition  is* 
however,  but  ihort.  In  the  fucceeding  paffages  we 
are  prefented  with  qualifications  of  the  meaning  of 
the  epithet  “ difeoverer,”  which  amount  to  its  nega- 
tion ; and  we  are  told,  in  the  language  of  apparent 
modefiy,  that  tc  Dr.  Jenner’s  publication  was  the- 
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folc  primary  occafion  of  all  the  experiments  hitherto 
indituted.”  It  is  aliened  alfo,  that  by  thefe  expe- 
riments new  fads  have  been  difcovered,  and  errors 
correfted. 

rl  o myfelf  it  appears,  that  this  language  of  Dr. 
Pearfon  is  not  fimply  incongruous,  but  that  it  amounts 
to  the  mod  obvious  of  folecifms,  and  that  Iris  por- 
tions are  at  variance  among!!  tliemfelves.  I lliall 
not  now  confider  their  truth  or  their  falllty.  He  at- 
tributes to  Dr.  Jenner  the  merit  of  difcovery;  of 
what?  of  fomething  whereon  experiments  have  been 
founded.  Take  Dr.  Pearfon’s  own  terms:  “ The 
lole  primary  occafion  of  all  the  experiments  hitherto 
indituted.”  This  is  further  explained  in  a nearly- 
connected  part  of  Dr.  Pearfon’s  context,  “ Human 
fociety  would  not  have  been  in  polfelTion  at  this 
hour  of  the  means  of  preferving  the  conditution 
from  a mod  hurtful  difeafe,  if  the  difclofure  had  not 
been  made  by  the  publication  of  the  Treatife,” 
meaning  Dr.  Jenner*  s fird  and  original  elfay. 

In  this  mafs  of  contradiction,  I can  fcarcely  know 
where  to  dx.  Dr.  Jenner  is  fird  defcribed  as  <c  a 
difcoverer  to  the  public.”  We  are  next  told  the 
modification  and  fenfe  in  which  this  complimentary 
appellation  of  difcoverer  is  employed.  This  is  de- 
fined to  be  the  difcovery  of  fomething  which  was  “ the 
foie  primary  occafion  of  all  the  experiments  hitherto 
indituted;”  and  ladly,  it  is  admitted  that  the  means 
have  been  difclofed  by  Dr.  Jenner.  To  fimple  ap- 
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prehenfion,  ns  well  as  to  logical  induction,  it  muff 
therefore  be  inferred  from  Dr.  Pearfon’s  ftatement, 
that  Dr.  Jenner  made  no  experiments , but  was  the 
sole  occasion  of  them  ; yet  that  he  disclosed  means  which 
have  been  confefi'edly  adequate  to  their  end,  and 
which,  from  the  very  indifpenfible  nature  of  the  fub- 
jeft,  could  alone  have  been  experimental.  Contra- 
dictions like  thefe  are  fo  irreconcileable,  that  I cannot 
but  ccnlider  them  as  the  necefiary  embarraffments  of 
fophiftical  reafoning  in  an  indefenfible  caufe;  and  I 

r 

contemplate  them  with  furprife,  in  a work  which  oc- 
cafionallv  affumes  the  niceft  and  molt  rigorous  phi- 
lological accuracy  in  the  criticifm  of  others. 

I have  hitherto  only  endeavoured  to  {hew  the  in- 

> 

inconfidencies  of  Dr.  Pearfon’s  definitions  in  refpeft 
to  Dr.  Jenner’s  pretenfions  to  the  claim  of  difcovery, 
and  a further  examination  of  his  work  confirms  and 
multiplies  them.  After  an  appropriation  of  thirty 
pages  to  the  infertion  of  his  own  arguments,  urged 
with  the  mod  determinate  zeal ; the  adduction  of 
every  communication,  both  relevant  and  irrelevant, 
which  could  exhibit  Vaccine  Innoculations  anterior 
to  Dr.  Jenner’s,  and  the  molt  unfparing  depreciation 
of  his  inventive  claims,  Dr.  Pearfon  allows,  (p.  S8) 
that  he  gave  it  as  his  opinion  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Houfe  of  Commons,  “That  the  different  trials 
Were  made  independent  of  each  other,”  and  that 
“ he  thought  the  queftion  of  reward  could  notjuftly 
be  affefted  by  any  number  of  antecedent  cafes.” — 
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The  import  of  each  of  thefefentences  is  not  quite  iden- 
tical, but  they  are  enough  to  warrant  my  conclufions. 
They  are  befides  corroborated  by  the  univerfal  tenor 
of  the  evidence.  To  what  end  has  Dr.  Pearfon  folicit- 
oufly  raked  together  every  ifolated  faff  of  Vaccine  Ino- 
culation pradifed  before  Dr.  Jenner’s  difcovery? 
Wherefore  has  belaboured  to  annihilate  Dr.  Jenner’s 
claims,  and  to  vilify  his  deferts?  if  he  mud  finally 
admit  thofe  which  are  moft  effential.  If  an  antago- 
nifls  writing  in  the  fpirit  and  in  the  tone  of  Dr.  Pear- 
fon, be  neceffitated  to  concede  fo  much,  what  mud 
be  the  fufFrage  of  impartial  judgment,  and  of  inge- 
nuous fcrutiny.  I cannot  form  another  or  a better 
idea  of  the  term  difcovery,  than  the  detedion  and 
the  manifedation  of  a fad  generally  or  entirely  un- 
known. I affirm,  that  if  any  individual  can  be  ffiewn 
to  have  cultivated  a field  of  inquiry  by  the  dint  of  his 
own  powers,  and  to  have  produced  a refult  which  he 
is  the  firft  to  promulgate,  it  does  not  vitiate  his  title 
to  originality,  that  he  has  been  preceded  by  others 
in  the  fame  investigation,  when  no  co-opcration  can 
be  proved,  or  mutual  knowledge  inferred  between 
them.  This  is  my  definition  of  the  meaning  of  difco- 
very,* and  of  its  confequent  reference  to  the  indivi- 


* With  refped  to  the  pubiifhed  accounts  of  the  efficacy  of  Cow- 
Pox,  in  preventing  Small-Pox,  anterior  to  Dr.  Jenner’s  publication. 
Dr.  P.  gives  fome  inftances  in  his  Examin.  p.  16.  The  adduction 
of  thefe  authorities,  as  a matter  of  hiitorical  fad  alone,  would  cer- 
tainly be  proper  j but  this  docs  not  appear  to  be  the  Tingle  view  of 
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dual  making  ir.  By  this  criterion,  Dr.  Jenner’s 
claims  fliould  be  tried.  Has  Dr.  Pearfon’s  hoftile 
a&ivity  excited  a doubt  that  Dr.  Jenner  was  not  to  all 
intents  and  purpofes  an  original  experimenter,  and  the 
only  conclufive,  accurate,  or  known  authority  on  the 
fubjeft.  The  inftances  invidioufly  adduced  by  Dr. 
Pearfon  before  the  Committee  of  the  Houle  of  Com- 
mons, and  introduced  into  his  44  Examination,”  are 
at  the  beft  vague  and  incomplete.  If  they  contain 
any  proofs  of  the  inhitution  and  fuccefs  of  Vaccine 
Inoculations  anterior  to  Dr.  Jenner’s,  they  are  not 
fuch  as  to  carry  conviction  to  the  pathologift.  Their 
paucity  and  infufficiency  of  detail,  render  their  autho- 
rity irrelevant.  I will  take  notice  of  them  in  the 
order  wherein  Dr.  P.  has  arranged  them.  Mr. 
Downe’s  cafe  (Examination,  p.  17.)  is  a fingleone; 
and  is  wholly  deficient  in  that  circumftantiality  of 
proof  (as  the  narrative  of  the  Inoculator  himfelf,  or 
his  attefted  record)  which  could  give  it  credibility 
fufficient  to  rank  as  evidence.  Mr.  Bragge  (p.  18, 
Examination)  fays,  that  he  made  experiments  thirty 
years  ago,  and  proved  that  the  Vaccine  difeafe  was 
a prefervative  againfl  Small-Pqx,  and  that  through 

Dr.  P.  in  collecting  them.  Dr.  P.  quotes  a paffage  from  “ Adams 
on  morbid  poifons,”  to  this  effe<5t.  It  is  barely  worthy  of  intro- 
duction, that  I have  the  authority  of  Dr.  Jenner  to  lay,  that  Dr. 
Adams  received  his  knowledge  from  Mr.  Cline,  in  conl'equence 
of  a communication  from  Dr.  Jenner  many  years  fince.  As  Dr.  J. 
has  fo  fully  acknowledged  the  derivation  of  his  information  to  have 
been  from  general  tradition,  it  could  not  be  material  to  him,  had  the 
publifhed  authorities  been  ever  fo  numerous. 
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the  Rev.  Herman  Drew,  he  acquainted  Sir  G.  Baker 
of  it.  He  adds  that  fire  has  deftroyed  his  documents, 
therefore  they  no  longer  exifi,  and  of  courfe  are  no- 
thing to  the  purpofe.  I muft  certainly  conceive  that 
fome  of  thefe  experiments  might  have  lived  in  me- 
mory, but  not  one  is  detailed  or  recorded.  Mr.  B. 
concludes  by  telling  us,  that  the  wife  of  a farmer  in 
Dorfetlhire,  inoculated  herfelf  and  children  with 
Cow-Pox  matter,  and  that  thefe  children  have,  when 
grown  up,  inoculated  others.  All  this  may  be  true, 
but  I affirm  it  is  deficient  in  minutenefs  of  relation 
and  in  collateral  proof.  The  letter  of  the  Rev.  H. 
Drew  (p.  19,  Examination)  fays,  that  Mr.  Justins, 
a farmer  at  Yetminfter,  Dorfet,  inoculated  his  wife 
and  children  with  Vaccine  matter.  But  why  have 
we  not  the  atteftation  and  the  accounts  of  Mr.  Juf- 
tins  himfelf.  Mr.  Herman  Drew  is  fo  imperfectly 
informed  on  the  fubjeft,  that  he  does  not  even  know 
the  time  when  Mr.  Juftins  inoculated  lijs  family,  but 
with  a confidence,  of  which  I cannot  perceive  the 
foundation,  boldly  affirms,  “ I have  no  doubt  it  was 
previous  to  Dr.  Jenner’s  practice.”  This  afiertion 
is  to  me  a little  hazardous.  If  Mr.  Herman  Drew 
does  not  exactly  know  the  era  of  the  very  experi- 
ments to  which  he  is  giving  an  antedate  to  Dr.  Jen- 
ner’s, it  is  very  probable  that  he  is  unacquainted 
with  the  duration  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  own  inveftigation, 
and  may  unintentionally  make  an  anachronifm  in 
their  order.  Mr.  Gardner  has  proved  before  the 
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Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  that  he  has 
known  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  attention  and  occupation  in 
the  fubje'ft  of  Cow-Pox  for  twenty  years  pad.*  In 
a.  letter  from  Mr.  W.  Dolling  to  Dr.  Pearfon,  (p.  23, 
Examination)  we  are  told  that  Mr.  Judins’  inocula- 
tion was  on  or  before  the  year  1786.  In  a fubfe- 
quent  letter  Mr.  Dolling  fays,  it  was  in  1774,  and 
that  he  is  dill  living.  I alk  again,  if  the  inoculator 
be  still  living ; why  have  we  not  (where  fo  much  la- 
bour is  employed  in  the  edablidiment  of  this  fa<d) 
his  own  confirmed,  perfonal,  and  particular  relation. 
1 do  not  deem  it  as  bearing  with  importance  ou  Dr. 
J.’s  pretenfions,  whether  this  or  an  hundred  fuch 
dories  are  allowed,  but  I am  merely  taking  into  view 
the  loofenefs  and  the  informality  of  fuch  evidence. 
Akin  to  this  is  a letter  of  Mr.  Downe’s  immediately 
following,  in  which  he  fays,  “ he  has  heard , that  a 
woman,  in  the  vale  of  Dorfetfliire,  pra&ifed  Vaccine 
Inoculation,  probably  long  before  Dr.  fenner  ever 
thought  of  it.”  Whether  or  not  Mr.  Downe  was  fo- 
licited  by  Dr.  Pearfon  for  his  fuffrage  on  Dr.  Jenner’s 
general  merits,  I do  not  know;  but  there  is  an  ap- 
parent alacrity  and  decifion  in  Mr.  Downe’s  expref- 
fions,  and  they  are  fo  much  in  unifon  with  Dr.  P.’s 
obje&s,  that  I cannot  but  fufpe<d  intentional  coinci- 
dence. Mr.  Downe  adds,  “ I am  well  allured  Dr. 


* It  docs  not  follow  that  Dr.  Jenner’s  communications  to  Mi; 
CJarder^  were  coeval  with  the  commencement  of  his  purfuits. 
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Jenner  has  no  claim  to  the  firft  difcoverer  and  per- 
former* * of  the  new  Inoculation;  and  if  he  be  only  the 
promulgator , I fee  no  propriety  in  his  being  exclu- 
fively  rewarded.”  The  obfervation  is  fufliciently  in- 
dicative of  the  liberal  fpirit  and  the  enlarged  views 
of  Dr.  Pearfon’s  correfpondents,  and  is  a fpecimen 
of  the  temper,  the  argument,  and  the  talents  which 
are  employed  in  difproof  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  claims. 

In  the  order  as  introduced  by  Dr.  P.  we  are  next 
prefented  with  the  manufcripts  of  the  late  Mr.  Nafli, 
furgeon,  at  Shaftefbury,  as  atteiled  by  his  fon  before 
the  Committee  of  the  Ifoufe  of  Commons.  In  Dr. 
Pearfon’s  “ Examination,”  thefe  fimply  rank  with 
other  matter  of  the  fame  kind,  matter  which  I fhould 
mifcall  by  the  name  of  evidence.  I have  it  from  the 
perufal  of  the  minutes  of  the  Committee  of  the  Houfc 
of  Commons,  with  which  I have  been  favoured,  that 
thefe  papers  were  ufhered  in  by  a moft  threatening 
alfertion  of  Dr.  Pcarfon’s,  viz.  “ That  they  would 
be  found  to  contain  every  thing  related  by  the  pe- 
titioner, (Dr.  Jenner)  except  his  errors .”  There  is  a 
prudent  confideration  or  a cautious  policy  which 
generally  leads  men  of  reflection,  not  to  exceed  the 
force  of  events  in  the  extent  of  prediction : but  it 
is  not  thus  with  Dr.  Pearfon’s  annunciations.  He 
introduces  them  in  the  full  garb  of  importance,  and 

- ■ — £=s-a r ~ 

* Dr.  PearjTon  might  here  have  ufefullv  corrected  his  friend’s 
V.guagc. 
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they  turn  out  in  the  nakednefs  of  inanity.  Would 
it  be  conceived,  by  minds  habituated  to  confidency, 
that  thefe  vaunted  documents  abfolutely  contain  no 
single  affirmative  inftance  of  Vaccine  Inoculation.  I 
defy  Ur.  P.  to  make  fuch  an  induction  from  the  con- 
tents of  Mr.  Nadi’s  papers;  and  if  he  can,  I will  ad- 
mit all  he  has  laboured  to  edablidi  againft  Dr. 
Jenner.  Let  us  examine  the  edential  points  of  Mr. 
Nadi’s  papers,  as  given  by  Dr.  Pearfon,  (Exami- 
nation, page  14.) 

Mr.  Nadi’s  manuferipts  drft  relate  the  univerfal 
tradition  and  convi&ion,  that  thofe  who  have  had 
the  Cow-Pox  cannot  have  the  Small-Pox.  Mr.  N. 
then  affirms  his  own  proofs  of  this  fatd ; alio  that  it 
is  not  contagious  by  edluvia.  Then  follows  the  paf- 
lage  which  alone  may  be  fuppofed  to  prove  that  Mr. 
N.  had  really  inoculated  the  Cow-Pox.  <e  I11  Mrs. 
Scammel,  and  Mrs.  Bracher  inoculation  produced 
no  eruption,  no  ficknefs,  and  little  or  110  fuppuration 
of  the  arm ; the  place  punfturcd  not  being  bigger, 
when  indamed  and  suppurated , than  a pin’s  head.” 
Now,  I think,  a fair  doubt  may  arife,  as  to  the  con- 
druclion  and  reference  of  this  defeription.  Mr. 
Nadi’s  defeription  is  not  a faithful  or  probable  one 
of  Vaccina.  The  pi&ure  is  fo  incorreft  and  fo  defi- 
cient,  that  it  could  not  refer  to  this.  The  inoculated 
Cow-Pox  infinitely  exceeds  the  diameter  of  a pin’s 
head,  or  twenty  pins’  heads.  Mr.  Nadi  talks  of  its 
being  suppurated , which  we  know  only  refers  to  the 
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formation  of  pus;  and,  without  the  expectation  of 
critical  nicety,  is  a very  improbable  term  of  defcrip- 
tion.  Mr.  Nafh  alfo  omits  to  defcribe  the  very  pe- 
culiar and  ftriking  appearance  of  the  circumjacent 
rednefs,  which,  I think,  no  obferver  could  have  failed 
to  recognife.  On  the  mod  intent  perufal  of  this 
narrative,  I think  the  conclufion  is  equally  juft,  that 
Mr.  Nafti  was  here  fpeaking  of  the  inoculation  of 
Small-Pox  on  tliofe  who  had  undergone  Cow-Pox ; 
his  relation  is  far  more  appropriate  to  this  than  to 
the  Inoculation  of  the  Vaccina;  and  I think  the  moft 
accurate  logician  (if  he  underftood  the  fubjeft) 
would  concur  in  this  inference  from  the  data.  Mr. 
Naflr,  in  a fentence  nearly  preceding,  fays : “ I have 
inoculated  above  ftxty  perfons  who  have  been  re- 
ported to  have  had  the  Cow-Pox,  and  I believe,  at 
leaft  forty  of  them  I could  not  infeft  with  Variolous 
Virus.”  The  intermediate  pafiages  in  Mr.  Naflfs 
relation  are  entirely  in  reference  to  the  powers  of 
Cow-Pox,  but  there  is  no  mention  either  direttly,  or 
by  implication,  of  Vaccine  Inoculation.  Then  follow 
the  pafiages  concerning  the  Inoculation  of  Mrs. 
Scammel  and  Mrs.  Bracher,  which,  conne&ed  with 
the  former  context,  I affirm  to  apply  with  more  fair- 
nefs  of  conftru&ion  to  the  Inoculation  of  Small-Pox 
after  Cow-Pox,  than  to  Vaccine  Inoculation. 

This  interpretation  is  confirmed  by  a fubfequent 
part  of  the  paper.  The  author  (Mr.  Nafh)  ob- 
ferves,  “ My  principal  intention  in  publiftring  being 
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to  recommend  to  the  world  a method  of  Inoculation 
that  is  far  fuperior  in  my  opinion.”  It  is  certainly 
to  be  collected  from  this  fentence,  that  Mr.  Nadi 
might  intend  to  propofe,  and  to  excite  the  public  atten- 
tion to,  the  Inoculation  of  Cow-Pox;  and  this  is  the 
utmofl  degree  of  latitude  which  can  be  afforded  to 
hjs  meaning.  Is  it  credible,  that  if  Mr.  Nafh  ever 
performed  a fingle  Vaccine  Inoculation,  and  was  con- 
vinced of  its  fuccefsful  refult,  he  would  fail  to  record 
it  in  the  mod  pofitive  and  unequivocal  terms,  when 
he  was  committing  to  writing  his  experience  and  his 
deductions  on  this  fubjeCt.  Of  the  accuracy  of  Mr. 
Nafli’s  knowledge,  and  his  feleCtion  of  language  for 
the  defeription  of  morbid  aCtions,  an  eftimate  may 
be  formed  from  this  paffage,  (Examination,  page 
27)  “ When  thofe  who  have  had  the  Cow-Pox, 
are  inoculated,*  the  arms  inflame,  but  never,  or  at 
Icaft  fcldom,  form  an  abfeefs,  but  fome  hard  tumour 
in  the  muscular  flesh.”  Every  anatomift  and  patho- 
iogifl  knows  that  no  abfeefs  is  formed  in  Inoculation, 
except  rarely  in  contiguous  lymphatic  glands;  and 
it  is  equally  well  known  that  the  muscular  flesh  is 
not  the  feat  of  the  tumour,  as  the  trifling  hardnefs 
which  occafionally  occurs,  is  denominated  by  Mr.  N. 

The  evidence  of  Mr.  Thomas  Nafh,  fon  to  the 
gentleman  above  alluded  to,  was  taken  before  the 


* Mr.  Nafh  here  ufes  the  term  inoculated , without  telling  us  with 
\yhat  fluid,  in  the  fame  vague  manner  in  which  he  before  employs  it. 
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Committee,  for  die  purpofe  of  elucidating  the  iilue 
of  the  experiments  of  his  late  father,  as  well  as  for 
invefligating  the  fource  of  a rumour,  that  Dr.  Jenner 
had  been  acquainted  with  Mr.  Naih,  fen.  As  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  this  head,  is  lefs  parti- 
cular than  their  minutes,  I will  infert  a copy  of  Mr. 
Thomas  Nadi’s  evidence,  as  taken  from  the  latter: 

4 

April  26th,  1802. 

Mr.  Thomas  Nash  called  in  and  examined. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  underhand  you  were  ino- 

• ^ 

culated  by  your  father  with  Vaccine  matter? 

Answer.  Not  for  certainty.  I have  heard  my 
mother  fay,  that  at  the  time  of  my  inoculation  my 
father  was  greatly  taken  up  in  the  ftudy  of  Cow-Pox, 
and  made  many  experiments,  but  of  what  nature 
die  did  not  know. 

Did  you  ever  hear  her  (peak  .'of  any  perfons 
whom  die  knew  to  have  been  inoculated  with  Vac- 
cine matter? 

/ 

A.  Certainly  not : his  experiments  were  kept  fe- 
cret  from  her. 

Q.  Have  you  any  reafon  to  think  that  Dr.  Jenner 
was  acquainted  with  the  author  of  thefe  papers? 

A.  1 never  heard  that  he  was  till  this  morning, 
and  then  from  rumour. 

Qj  Who  gave  you  this  intelligence? 

A.  I heard  it  from  Mr.  Robert  Keate, 
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jVl>.  R.  Keate  again  called  in " and  examined . 

j9.  Have  you  any  reafon  to  think  that  Dr.  Jenner 
was  acquainted  with  the  author  of  thefe  papers? 

Jl.  1 heard  from  Mr.  Battiscombe  yefterday,  that 
lie  believed  he  had  heard  Mr.  Nadi  and  his  filler 
mention  the  name  of  Dr.  Jenner;  but  was  not  at  all 
certain  that  it  was  this  Dr.  Jenner,  who  now  applies 
to  Parliament. 

Such  are  the  documents,  and  fuch  are  the  faCts, 
on  which  Dr.  Pearfon  has  the  hardihood  to  aifert, 
that  Mr.  Nalh  was  an  experienced  Vaccine  Jnoculaicr. 
(Examination,  Appendix,  p.  183.) — “ Ab  uno  disce 
cmnes ” may  hence,  without  a violation  of  candour, 
be  applied  as  a chara&eriftic  motto  to  fimilar  affirm- 
ations. On  prefumptions  and  jnfinuations  of  con- 
noted origin  was  founded  a report,  that  Mr.  Thos. 
Nalh  had  been  inoculated  with  Cow-Pox  by  his 
father,  and  that  Dr.  Jenner  had  known  Mr.  Nalh. 
The  evidence  of  the  parties  who  were  well-difpofed, 
if  practicable,  to  have  confirmed  fuch  opinions,  is  a 
fufficient  expefition  of  their  truth,  liberality,  and 
confillency. 

It  is  not  from  the  fenfe  of  any  necelfity  for  dis- 
proving the  exigence  of  Vaccine  Inoculations  ante- 
rior to  Dr  Jenner’s,  that  I have  commented  thus  on 
the  very  barren  evidence  feraped  together  by  Dr. 
P.  to  exhibit  them.  I have  deemed  it  only  efiential 
to  expofe  their  force  and  adequacy  in  the  light 
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wherein  they  feem  to  me  to  be  placed.  To  what 
end  they  are  fo  induftrioufly  edited  by  Dr.  Pearfon, 
is  not  explained  by  himfelf,  even  by  all  the  labour 
he  has  employed.  The  objct  and  intention  of  the 
whole  of  a work  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  a detached 
part,  but  from  its  general  fpirit*  Here,  I believe, 
we  lhall  be  at  no  lofs  to  divine  the  motives  of  Dr. 
P.  in  fo  'grofsly  exaggerating  the  force  of  thefe  evi- 
dences, and  particularly  of  Mr.  Nafh’s,  fo  as  to 
term  him  an  experienced  Vaccine  Irioculaior.  A more 
unfriendly  office  could  hardly  have  been  exercifcd  by 
their  editor  towards  thefe  Vaccine  Inoculators,  than 

- p 

to  drag  them  from  their  obfcurity.  In  what  moral 
eftimation,  let  me  ah:,  do  their  pretenfions  ftand, 
When  placed  in  the  fame  fpace  with  Dr.  Jenner? 
Thefe  men,  feveral  of  them  medical , have  been  for 
years  in  poffdhon,  according  to  their  own  teflimony, 
of  an  antidote  to  one  of  the  moll  baneful  of  human 
evils.  With  long  continued  conviction  of  the 
powers  of  the  one,  and  the  definitive  malignity  of 
that  to  which  it  forms  a fure  relief,  they  have  locked 
up  the  valuable  fecret  in  their  breads.  At  what  time 
do  they  offer  it  to  the  public  ear?  Is  it  from  the 
philanthropic  view  of  meliorating  the  condition  of 
mankind  by  imparting  it;  or  have  they  exercifed 
lime,  talent,  or  labour,  in  perfecting  it,  with  the  in- 
tention of  future  difeovery?  We  perceive  no  trace 
of  fuch  condut,  or  fuch  defign,  in  their  communi- 
cations 5 and  it  is  felf-evident  that  they  would  never 
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h'ave  given  their  opinions  to  mankind,  had  not  an  oc- 
cafion  occurred  of  contefting  the  deferts  of  fuperior 
genius,  induftry,  and  public  fpirit.  I do  not  think 
the  vocabulary  rich  enough  in  appropriate  terms  for 
the  expofition  of  fuch  demerit.  It  is  the  profoundeft, 
and  moft  infenfate  indolence,  aggrevated  by  the  ad- 
mixture of  invidious  feeling. 

The  experiments  of  Dr.  Jenner  bear  internal  evi- 
dence of  originality  and  unity  of  delign.  They  have 
taught  us,  in  conjunfhon  with  hisfucceeding  obferva- 
tions,  all  which  we  at  prefent  know.  Much  better 
had  it  been  for  the  interefts  of  the  caufe,  had  the 
fucceeding  experimenters,  who  have  formed  a com- 
petition with  Dr.  Jenner,  adhered  to  his  authority. 
I fay  this,  and  I will  undertake  to  eftablifti  it.  They 
have  arrogated  to  themfelves  the  character  of  aux- 
iliaries in  a caufe  which  their  fervice  had  nearly 
fubverted. 

Dr.  Pearfon  depreciates  the  value  of  Dr.  Jenner’s 
conclufions  from  the  fmall,  but  authenticated  num- 
ber of  his  inoculations.  Some  loofe  fuggeftions, 
without  a single  case , are  fufficient,  in  Dr.  P.’s  mind, 
to  entitle  Mr.  Nafh  to  the  name  of  an  experienced 
Vaccine  Inoculator . The  enquiry  is,  whether  Dr. 
Jenner’s  firft  experiments  were  fufficiently  detailed, 
and  deferving  of  credit  to  produce  a repetition?  I 
affirm,  and  will  endeavour  to  prove,  that  on  thefe 
experiments  the  moft  perfect  and  extensive  practices 
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have  been  founded.  On  what  an  inconteftible  baHs 
of  originality  and  accuracy  do  they  (land ; and  what  a 
striking  relief  do*  they  form  to  the  fucceeding  ones  of 
Drs.  Pearfon  and  Woodville.  I will  leave  to  the 
lead  critical  of  obfervers  to  decree  the  palm  of  pa- 
thological Ikill.  From  thefe  few  experiments  Dr.  Jen- 
ner  drew  inferences,  which  time  and  experience  have 
evinced  to  be  faithfully  correft.  Mark  the  diffe- 
rence : From  hundreds  of  experiments  Drs.  Pearfon 
and  Woodville  atchieved  nothing  but  error,  and 
were  at  laft  corrected  by  Dr.  Jenner  himfelf.  I will 
confirm  my  affertions  by  a few  ext  rafts.  Dr.  Jenner 
deferibes  the  fymptoms  to  have  been  very  flight  in 
his  cafes  of  inoculated  Vaccina.*  In  a circular  let- 
ter, dated  March  i2tb,  1799,  Dr.  Pearfon  fays,  that 
in  160  patients,  inoculated  by  him  and  Dr.  Wood- 
ville, “ the  whole  amount  of  conflitutional  illnefs 
feemed  to  be  as  great  as  in  the  fame  number  of  pa- 
tients in  inoculated  Small-Pox.” — Dr.  Jenner,  in  his 
cafes,  deferibes  no  eruptions,  and  fays,  “ I have 
never  known  fatal  effects  from  the  Cow-Pox,  even 
when  imprefled  in  the  mofl  unfavourable  manner.” 
In  the  lirfl  6co  perfons,  inoculated  by  Dr.  Wood- 
ville, one  died,  and  a large  majority  had  puftules, 
of  which  I will  give  a ftatement  from  the  Report 
publifhed  in  May  1799. 


1 


* See  Jcnncr’s  Enquiry. 
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Of  302  who  lmd  Eruptions,  90  had  100  Puftales. 
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In  a communication  inferted  in  the  Philofophical 
Magazine,  dated  Auguh  1799,  it  appears,  that  Dr. 
Pearfon  had  not  yet  arrived  at  the  knowledge  of  pure 
Vaccina,  but  that  Dr.  Woodville  and  himfelf  hill 
cherifhed  the  bastard  progeny,  which  they  had  be- 
gotten, as  a legitimate  succession . Speaking  of  a con- 
fiderable  number  of  additional  inoculations,  he  fays, 
Ci  The  whole  amount  of  the  conhitutional  illnefs 
was  not  one  half  of  the  whole  amount  in  an  equal 
number  of  patients  inoculated  with  the  Small-Pox 
and  he  attributes  this  mitigation  to  the  different  hate 
of  the  human  conhitution  in  the  fummer,  from  that  of 
the  winter.  Dr.  Pearfon  is  equally  at  fault  in  the  en- 
deavour to  account  for  the  caufe  of  the  eruptions ; he 
obferves,  cc  No  explanation  hitherto  given  confihs 
with  the  obfervations  relative  to  thefe  eruptive 
cafes  j”  and  iC  they  have  occurred  much  lcfs  frc- 
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quently  this  furamer  than  in  the  fpring  and  winter 
preceding.”  Let  us  look  a little  further  after  Dr. 
Pearfon’s  felf-cor region  of  opinion.  So  late  as  Fe- 
bruary 1800,  in  a letter  to  the  Editor  of  the  Medi- 
cal and  Phyfical  Journal,  we  find  him  labouring,  with 
mifplaced  effort,  to  account  for  the  exigence  of  erup- 
tions, and  Dill  afferting  their  pathognomonic  con- 
nexion with  Vaccina.  Such  an  aggregate  of  hypo- 
thetical and  prattical  erroneousnefs,  and  fo  unlucky 
m exertion  of  pathological  ingenuity,  is  certainly  no 
common  refult  of  acute  or  affiduous  enquiry;  and  I 
know  not  how  they  could  be  placed  in  fo  dark  a 
fhade  as  in  the  fame  fpace  with  the  fimple  and  lumi- 
nous obfervations  of  Dr.  Jenner.  This  account  is 
equally  decilive  in  proving,  by  the  opinions  of  the 
author  himfelf,  that  the  Vaccina  was  abfolutely  de- 
teriorated in  the  public  opinion  by  the  iffue  of  his 
mifconducled  experiments,  i.  e.  “ convincing  evi- 
dences.” We  will  adduce  the  neceffary  quotations 
From  this  communication.  £C  The  unexpe&ed  ap- 
pearance of  eruptions  has  inclined  many  persons  to  be 
of  opinion , that  no  beneficial  consequences  can  be  pro- 
duced from  this  .pr  aft  ice .” 

ei  The  genuine  Vaccine  poifon  does  occafionally 
produce  a certain  variety  of  the  Cow-Pock,  charac- 
terifed  by  the  appearance  of  puftules  like  thofe  of  the 
Variola.”  Dr.  Pearfon  then  details  his  inoculation 
of  a child,  with  what  he  terms  Vaccine  poison ; that  a 
few  eruptions  broke  out  on  the  fecond  day,  “ but  not 
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at  all  like  the  Small-Pox  matter  was  carried  from 
this  child  to  Brighthelmflone,  and  from  thence  to 
Petworth,  where  feveral  patients  were  inoculated, 
and  all  had  eruptions.  With  thefe  occurrences 
haring  him  in  the  face,  Dr.  Pearfon  makes  the  fol- 
lowing conclufions,  in  the  full  conviction,  and  in 
the  mod  direft  line  of  inference,  that  the  eruptions 
were  Vaccine: — 

lhat C£  the  Vaccine  poifon  produces  a difeafe  re- 
sembling Small-Pox.  1 hat  the  matter  offuch  erup- 
tive cafes,”  (hill  conceiving  them  to  be  Vaccine) 
<c  produces  univerfally,  or  at  lead  generally,  fimilar 
eruptive  cafes.”  Dr.  Pearfon  then  exhibits  the  pro- 
found difficulties  into  which  he  is  led,  in  theorifing 
on  this  fubjeft,  by  (hying  “ Whether  the  Vaccine 
poifon,  when  it  produces  thefe  cafes  refembling  the 
Small  Pox,  becomes,  by  compofition  or  decompofi- 
tion,  Variolous  matter,  is  not  determined;”  and  he 
endeavours  to  illuftrate  his  fuppofition  by  a chemical 
fimile  between  the  effe&s  of  Magncfia  and  Sulphate 
of  Magnefia.  Speaking  then  of  the  comparative 
utility  of  Vaccina  and  Small-Pox,  he  fays,  “ I ap- 
prehend the  value,”  that  is  of  Vaccina,  ££  is  thereby 
depi  eciated,  but  not  to  such  a degree  as  to  create  any 
reafonable  apprehenfion  of  the  failure  of  the  Vaccine 
Inoculation  in  fuperceding,  and  finally  extinguifliing, 
the  Small-Pox.”  Dr.  P.  is,  however,  not  merely  fa- 
tisfied,  like  the  partial  father  of  a peculiar  offspring, 

1 . t ib  n5  to  it  its  common  portion  of  family  fimili- 
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Hide,  but  he  even  deems  it  neceffary  to  add,  “ Thefe 
eruptive  cafes,  as  far  as  I have  obferved,  are  not 
more  fevere  than  the  ordinary  kinds  of  inoculated 
Small-Pox.”  How  flattering,  how  correct,  and  how 
tempting  a portrait  of  the  characters  of  the  Vaccina! 

In  the  very  fame  Medical  and  Phyflcal  Journal 
is  recorded  a letter  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  on  the  fub- 
je£h  From  this  it  is  neceffary  to  feleft  but  a Angle 
fentence.  Dr.  Jenner  fays,  tc  Where  Variolous  Puf- 
tules  have  occurred,  I believe  Variolous  Matter  to 
have  occafioned  them;  and  the  many  obfeure  ways 
by  which  it  may  aflfeft  the  fyflein,  mud  be  too  ob- 
vious to  require  explanation.5’  The  letter  and  the 
fpirit  of  this  paflage  is  equally  verified,  and  its  ac- 
curate fagacity  demonflrated,  by  fucceeding  events. 
I will  challenge  Dr.  Pearfon  and  Dr.  Woodville  to 
aflirm,  at  this  period,  that  the  eruptions  thus  de- 
picted were  any  part  of  pure  Vaccina.  Will  they 
aver,  that  the  feverity  of  conftitutional  affe&ion,  and 
its  concomitants,  were  not  equally  the  produces  of 
Variolous  contamination ; or  will  they  deny  that  Dr. 
Jenner,  with  consistent  penetration , perceived  their 
fource  ? Has  not  Dr.  Woodville  candidly  admitted, 
that  the  Variolous  atmofphere  of  the  Small-Pox  Hof- 
pital,  (the  lad  and  word:  of  all  theatres  which  could 

have  been  feledfed  for  this  exhibition)  was  the  gene- 

/ 

native  fource  of  them?  Or  if  Dr.  P.  fliould,  at  this 
moment,  cleave  to  his  former  opinions,  will  he  And 
in  Europe  a Vaccine  Inoculator  who  will  fupport  him? 
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The  ftrefs  which  I lav  on  Dr.  Pearfon’s  admiffion 

j 

of  thefe  faffs,  is  of  the  firfl  and  higheft  importance. 
If  they  are,  as  I affirm,  truly  and  entirely  incontro- 
vertible, the  inferences  are  certain,  viz. 

That  nearly  two  years  after  the  publication  of  that 
beautiful  and  ingenious  fpecimen  of  pathological 
reafoning,  Dr.  Jenner’s  Enquiry,  Dr.  Pearfon  was 
not  only  uninformed  of  the  pure  and  perfefl  phce- 
nomena  of  Vaccina  there  defcribed,  but  that  he  was 
plunging  deeper  and  deeper  into  error. 

That  Dr.  Pearfon  had  propagated  a painful  and  ha- 
zardous difeafe,  in  its  name  and  character,  by  which 
the  value  of  the  Vaccina,  in  his  own  language,  “ was 
depreciated,”  and  concerning  which  he  only  allows 
a doubtful  fuperiority  over  Small-Pox. 

Without  expelling  from  human  nature  too  ex- 
traordinary an  exercife  of  candour,  I ffiould  have 
entertained  hopes,  that  Dr.  Pearfon  would  at  this 
time  have  difplayed  a conduct  diametrically  the  rc- 
verfe  of  that  which  I have  taken  on  myfelf  the  bu- 
linefs  of  criticifing.  To  wade  through  the  mazes  of 
inconfiftency,  and  to  fpeak  with  due  defert  of  the 
mofl  ignoble  conduft,  is  no  plcafing  occupation ; 
but  in  the  minds  of  thofe,  to  whom  this  invefligation 
is  of  almoft  matchlefs  intereft,  it  becomes  a duty,  and 
it  is  one  in  the  execution  of  wffiicb,  whatever  are 
my  powers,  I cannot  be  fparing.  With  the  faffs 
which  I have  defcribed  on  record,  I alk,  is  there  a 
confffiency  allied  to  ffiame  which  can  fpeak  of  “ la- 
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hour,  expenditure  of  time,  and  other  facrifices,  in 
introducing  or  maintaining  the  Vaccine  Inocula- 
tion;” or  which  onfuch  co-operation  can  arrogate  a 
claim,  not  merely  to  a divifion  of  honour,  but  to  a 
fuperior  (hare  of  effective  merit  and  utility,  exem- 
plified in  the  disfiguring  and  deforming  the  fubjett  of 
its'boafted  protection  and  folicitude. 

Such  is  the  view  in  which  Dr.  Pearfon’s  opinions 
and  conduct  appear  in  1800.  It  might  have  been 
expelled  that  the  difavowal  of  them,  after  fo  labo- 
rious a defence,  would  at  any  time  have  been  con- 
veyed in  the  manner  of  direct  and  honor  able  re- 
cantation. But  what  do  we  find  concerning  this  felf- 
fame  tranfattion  in  the  publication  of  Dr.  P.  juft 
iilued.  Without  even  a femblance  of  apology  for 
paft  error,  or  the  pains  of  even  a plaufible  reafon 
for  the  dereli&ion  of  former  opinions,  we  find  Dr. 
P.  in  his  pamphlet  of  1802,  confeffing  broadly,  that 
the  eruptions,  formerly  infilled  on  by  himfelf  to  be 
Vaccine,  were  really  Variolous.  It  is  curious  that 
this  very  radical  and  important  concellion  is  intro- 
duced by  a fide  wind.  We  will  extract  the  paflage 
irom  Dr.  P.’s  “ Examination.” 

<c  I was  indeed  difturbed,  for  a Ihort  time,  by  the 
frelli  occurrence,  in  the  courfe  of  the  winter  of  1799, 
of  the  eruptive  cafes  which  happened  at  Bright- 
helmftone,  from  matter  taken  out  of  the  distinft  Vat- 
cine  Pock , of  one  of  my  patients. 


“ This  occurrence  was  in  an  early  period  of  the 
Vaccine  practice,  when  thofe  who  firft  inoculated  for 
the  Cow-Pock,  did  not  know  the  characteristic  symp- 
toms of  the  eruption  from  experience”  Let  me  paufe 
to  enquire,  why  they  did  not  know  it?  Dr.  P.  or 
any  other  inoculator,  at  this  cera,  is  bereft  of  all  ex- 
cufe  for  ignorance,  after  it  had  been  mentioned  by 
Dr.  Jenner,  in  his  Enquiry,  in  the  mod  unequivocal 
terms,  and  afterwards  infilled  on  by  him  in  different 
public  and  private  communications,  that  eruptions 
formed  no  part  of  pure  Vaccina.  Inftead  of  pro- 
fiting by  this  information,  we  find  Dr.  P.  in  Fe- 
bruary 1800,  exhibiting  a vain  difplay  of  reafoning, 
to  prove,  that  the  Vaccina  was  little  better  than  Va- 
riola. Dr.  P.  difdains  to  accept  the  knowledge  dif- 
penfed  by  Dr.  J.  and  now  alfails  him  for  not  having 
promulgated  more.  A fingular  effect  of  inconfift- 
ency,  and  obliquity  of  view!  Dr.  P.  continues — 

“ Unfortunately  matter  was  fent  from  the  Small- 
pox eruptions  to  Petworth  for  inoculation,  in  place 
of  Vaccine  matter,  and  there , of  course , it  produced 
the  Small-Pox  ” 

The  account  here  afforded  will  be  ftill  better  illus- 
trated by  a letter  from  the  Rev.  Mr.  Ferryman  to 
Dr.  Jenner: — 

Petworth , June  14,  1800. 
tc  Dear  Sir, — Nothing  could  be  moreunfortu* 
nate  than  the  introduction  of  the  Cow-Pox  at  Pet- 
worth, nothing  more  happy  than  the  conclufion  of 
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the  bufinefs.  The  firft  matter,  which,  at  my  requeft, 
you  were  fo  obliging  as  to  fend  to  Lord  Egremont, 
did  not  fucceed  in  communicating  the  difeafe.  A 
few  weeks  after,  fome  other  matter  was  fent  from 
Brighton,  the  dock  of  which  came  from  Dr.  Pearfon, 
of  Leicefter-Square,  London. 

<£  Fourteen  patients  were  inoculated  with  this  mat- 
ter. It  excited  fuch  a fever,  and  fuch  a number  of 
eruptions,  that  I did  not  hefitate  to  fay  decidedly,  the 
difeafe  was  not  the  Cow-Pox,  but  the  Small-Pox. — 
As  foon  as  this  unlucky  bufinefs  was  got  rid  of,  fome 
Cow-Pox  matter  arrived  from  you,  but  among  the 
affrighted  inhabitants,  it  was  with  difficulty  that  Lord 
Egremont  could  find  one  willing  to  be  inoculated. 
At  Iaff,  however,  his  Lordfliip  fucceeded,  the  matter 
took  effect,  and  in  the  courfe  of  a few  months  be- 
tween 4 and  500  were  inoculated,  without  a fingle 
cafe  of  pufiules,  of  danger,  of  difficulty,  or  alarm.” 

I will  reft  on  thefe  fa&s,  in  the  confident  conviff- 
ion,  that  no  reader  of  common  intelligence  will  mif- 
take  their  application.  They  afford  a means  perfectly 
adequate  to  judge  of  the  beneficial  agency  of  Dr.  P. 
at  this  epoch  of  Vaccine  Inoculation.  They  are 
events  which  would  not  have  been  revived,  from 
their  fortunate  oblivion,  for  the  mere  fake  of  impu- 
ting error ; but  on  the  ground  of  thefe  very  pro- 
ceedings, (would  I could  only  fay  nugatory)  and  of 
the  period  of  the  introduflion  of  the  Vaccina  into 
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London,  a monftrous  and  invidious  prctenfion  has 
been  raifed.  It  is  that,  which  if  admitted,  would  re- 
duce to  infignificance  the  defer ts  of  the  difcoverer, 
and  would  place  laurels  on  the  brow  of  Dr.  Pearfon 
for  a fervice,  in  which  I can  trace  nothing  but  unfuc- 
cefsful  and  prefumptive  competition. 

The  protefts  againft  Dr.  jenner,  and  the  confe- 
quent  requifnions  in  his  own  favour,  are  thus  col- 
leftively  hated  by  Dr.  Pearfon,  page  159  : — 

“ That  the  facts  communicated  to  the  public,  by 
the  petitioner  (Dr.  J.)  in  June  1798,  would  not 
have  been  alone  fufficient  to  infir utt  or  teach  the 
pra<5tice  of  Vaccine  Inoculation.” 

<c  The  convincing  evidences , with  a good  part  of 
the  medical  public,  were  obtained  by  other  practi- 
tioners fubfequentiy  in  1798  and  1799.” 

4£  Suppoftng  other  practitioners  had  not  birred  to 
inveftigate  the  fubjeCt,  what  would  be  the  probable 
hate  of  it  at  the  prefent  time?”  page  161. 

The  two  firfl  pofitions,  and  the  concluding  query, 
certainly  demand  a feparate,  and  in  my  opinion,  may 
receive  a facile  reply.  The  firfl  I totally  and  direCtly 
refufe  affent  to  ; and  I will  alfo  add,  that  I efteem  it 
to  be  one  of  the  mod  unsupported  affertions,  which 
ever  was  fported  upon  public  credulity.  I affirm  ge- 
nerally, that  Dr.  Jenner’s  Enquiry  did  contain  all 
that  was  fufficient  for  the  fuccefsful  and  correct 
practice  of  Vaccine  Inoculation;  and  that  it  had  not. 
only  the  poftive  merit  of  including  nearly  all  that 
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was  relevant  and  effential,  but  the  equally  important 
negative  excellence  of  containing  nothing  that  was 
erroneous.  My  reafons  for  fo  thinking  are  drawn 
from  fa&s  accefflble  to  every  one.  Dr.  Jenner,  in  his 
Enquiry,  has  given  us,  with  faithful  accuracy,  the 
conftitutional  diagnoses  of  Vaccina.  His  account 
of  fyrnptoms  is  minutely  correct,  and  coincide  pre- 
cifely  with  their  a&ual  exigence,  when  they  appear  at 
all.  He  has  told  us  there  are  no  eruptions  in  Vaccina, 
and  that  the  difeafe  is  not  communicable  by  effluvia. 
Are  not  thefe  accurately  defined  and  important  dif- 
tin&ions,  and  will  Dr.  P.  venture  to  impeach  their 
fidelity?  Dr.  J.  furnifhed  us  with  delineations  of 
the  local  difeafe,  not,  indeed,  in  all  its  progreffive 
ftages,  but  in  more  than  one  flate  of  duration,  as 
may  be  proved  by  referring  to  the  recent  puftules  of 
natural  Cow-Pox,  on  the  fingers  of  the  hand  in  plate 
I.  and  by  comparing  plates  III.  and  IV.  in  wdiich  a 
difference  of  period  and  appearance  is  perceptible. 
Dr.  J.  alfo  tells  us,  that  the  fluid  of  the  puftule  is 
limpid,  and  that  “ the  efflorefcence,  fpreading  round 
the  incifions,  had  more  of  an  eryfipelatous  look,  than 
when  variolous  matter  has  been  made  ufe  of  in  the 
fame  manner.”  With  refpefbto  Dr.  Jenner’s  plates, 
I may  certainly  fay,  that  both  the  pathologifl  and  the 
engraver  will  admit,  that  better  reprefentations  have 
never  occurred,  and  that  they  are  incomparably  more 
excellent  than  the  last  of  Dr.  P/s. 


Dr.  Pearfon  cavils  with  feverity  at  Dr.  Jenner’s 
companion  between  the  afpeft  of  the  local  Vario- 
lous and  Vaccine  difeafes.  His  critcifms  direftly  in- 
finuate,  and  are  framed  to  convey  a meaning,  that 
Dr.  Jenner  had  inferred,  the  difeafes  were  of  iden- 
tical appearance.  1 think  that  there  is  a generic  flmi- 
larity  fufficient  to  vindicate  Dr.  Jenner’s  comparifon, 
which  is  by  no  means  a drift  one.  He  fays,  “ Al- 
most the  only  variation  which  follow's,  confifts  in  the 
puflulous  fluids  continuing  limpid  nearly  to  the  time 
of  its  total  difappearance.”  The  term  almost , to 
candid  interpretation,  is  inclufive  of  other  differences, 
and  the  diflinftion  between  limpid  and  purulent  fluid 
is  incomparably  one  of  the  mod  effential  of  the  local 
charafteriftics.  But  what  was  Dr.  J.’s  extent  of 
probable  intention  at  this  time.  One  queftion  is  as 
dated  by  Dr.  P.  Were  thefe  fafts  fufficient  to  teach 
the  praftice  of  Vaccine  Inoculation?  I affirm,  they 
were  completely  and  adequately  foj  and  that  nume- 
rous inoculations,  with  uniformity  of  fuccefsful  re- 
fult,  were  actually  made  on  their  plan,  whilfl:  the 
affefted  improvements  and  boafted  praftices  of  Dr. 
P.  were  overwhelming  the  caufe  with  blunder  and 
difgrace! 

In  aflerting  thefufficiency  of  Dr.  J/s  experiments, 
in  order  to  their  fuccefsful  and  certain  repetition,  I 
do  not  wifli  to  infer,  that  nothing  could  poflibly  be 
added.  It  were  to  afcribe  to  any  individual,  how- 
ever pre-eminent  his  powers,  fomething  exceeding 
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the  moft  fortunate  difpenfation  cf  human  talent,  to 
fey,  that  he  anticipated  all  fucceediug  capacity.  I 
confider  myfelf  to  have  proved,  that  Dr.  Jenner’s 
communications  were  ample,  original,  and  efficient. 
That  the  fil'd  cultivation  of  this  neglected  foil,  and 
its  increaled  fertility,  have  been  equally  the  refult  of 
his  perfevering  talents ; and  that  his  sol-dhant  fup- 
porters,  fo  far  from  contributing  an  iota  of  value, 
did,  at  one  period,  abfolutely  retard  the  fuccefsful 
march  of  his  opinions.  In  confirmation  of  this,  I 
have  quoted  Dr.  P.’s  acknowledgements.  The  ad- 
ditions which  Dr.  P.  made  to  Dr.  J.’s  fund  of  infor- 
mation, fiiould  have  been  of  the  highefl  import,  to 
have  condituted  even  a balance  to  the  drawbacks  he 
lias  created.  And  what  are  tbefe  alTerted  contri- 
butions? In  Dr.  P.’s  datement,  they  are  the  more 
accurate  delineation  of  the  characters  of  the  Vac- 
cine and  Variolous  pudules;  the  refutation  of  cer- 
tain opinions,  concerning  the. fufeeptibility  of  Vac- 
cina after  Small-Pox ; and  the  effective  diflemination 
of  Vaccine  Inoculation. 

Of  the  two  latter  claims  I ffiall  hereafter  fpeak. 
The  fil'd  is  connected  with  my  difeuffion  of  the  pofi- 
tion  of  Dr.  P.’s,  which  conditutes  the  prefent  divifion 
of  the  fubjeCt.  I lhall  be  found  here  widely  difien- 
ting  from  Dr.  P.’s  edimate  of  his  auxiliary  aid.  He 
aliens  to  have,  given  a nicer  defeription  of  the  cha- 
racters of  the  Vaccine  and  Variolous  Pudules.  Let 
it  be  remembered,  that  it  is  not  the  abdraCt  value 
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of  this  pretence  which  is  to  be  confidered,  but  the 
ufe  to  which  it  is  attempted  to  be  applied.  It  might 
be  granted  that  Dr.  P.  had  pointed  out  minute  dif- 
ferences, without  the  fmallefl:  yielding  on  the  fide  of 
Dr.  J.  of  their,  import  or  confideration,  in  the  ge- 
neral objefl.  Dr.  Jenner  had  previoufly  defined  the 
principal  charafterifiic  local  appearances  with  per- 
fpicuity  and  corrcftnefs ; and  he  had  formed  thoie 
grand  conclufions  on  which  the  entire  principles 
and  practice  are  founded.  The  afliftant  who  fup- 
plies  with  fuel  the  boiler  of  a fleam-engine,  or  he 
who  affords  a material  to  the  execution  of  the  de- 
figns  of  the  architett,  may  as  well  claim  the  parti- 
cipation of  mechanical  or  architeftural  fkill,  as  the 
contributor  of  a trivial  addition  to  the  obfervations 
of  Dr.  J.  can  poffefs  to  a portion  of  his  fame. 

In  lefs  than  a year  fucceeding  his  firfl  publication. 
Dr.  Jenner  gave  to  the  public  his  “ Further  Obfer- 
vations and  in  thefe  he  fupplies  the  fingle  defici- 
ency (as  it  refers  to  praclice)  in  his  Enquiry,  by 
directing  pra&itioners  to  the  ufe  of  recent  Vaccine 
Virus ; and  he  fupports  his  opinion  by  analogy 
with  Variolous  matter.  Now  whether  this  analogy 
be  juft  in  equal  extent,  is  not  the  point  of  inveftiga- 
tion , but  it  exemplifies  the  opinion  which  Dr.  j. 
has  conflantly  held,  on  the  neceflity  of  employing 
early  Virus.  Now  in  the  argument  on  this  quef- 
tion,  as  coupled  with  the  adequacy  of  Dr.  J.’s  firll 
igflruftions,  Dr.  P.  is  certainly  in  a dilemma,  of 
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which  he  may  avail  himfelf  as  he  pleafes  of  either 
fide.  If,  as  Dr.  P.  in  coincidence  with  Dr.  Wood- 
ville  at  prefent  affirms,  the  period  of  taking  Vac- 
cine Virus  is  entirely  unimportant,  then  Dr.  Jenner’s 
firll  indru&ions  could  not  be  defe&ive,  from  the 
omiffion  of  a rule  which  is  nugatory;  otherwife  Drs. 
P.  and  W,  are  in  error,  by  affirming,  that  Virus  of 
any  duration  is  equally  efficacious;  and  Dr.  J.  has 
fupplied  the  neceffary  knowledge.  I ffiall  hereafter 
endeavour  to  ffiew,  that  the  latter  opinion  is  not 
only  founded  in  truth,  but  that  its  obfervance  con- 
ftitutes  the  mod  momentous  rule  in  the  conduft  of 
Vaccine  Inoculation. 

Dr.  Pearfon’s  next  pofition  is,  66  The  convincing 
evidences , with  a good  pait  of  the  medical  public, 
ivere  obtained  by  other  practitioners  in  1 798-9. 99 

I think  grave  difeuffion  much  more  appropriate 
to  fubjeCts  of  philofophical  and  ferious  intereft  than 
levity  or  irony.  Yet  the  term  “ convincing  evi- 
dences,” is  calculated  almod  irrefiftibly  to  provoke  a 
fportive  comment.  The  words  appear  extremely 
equivocal.  In  the  fenfe  which  Dr.  P.  undoubtedly 
annexes  to  them,  they  feem  to  me  fomewhat  of  a 
t£  lucus  a non  lucendo 99  after  the  hidory  we  have 
traced  of  the  proceedings  in  1799  and  1800.  If 
Dr.  P.  will  accept  my  interpretation  of  what  I deem 
the  due  import  of  thefe  convincing  evidences , we  (hall 
be  no  longer  at  iflue,  and  I will  allow  them  the  fulled 
force.  To  myfelf  it  appears  mod  confpicuoufly, 
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that  in  more  than  one  light  they  are  u convincing 
' evidences.”  They  had  nearly  convinced  thofe,  who 
looked  up  to  them  as  authority,  that  the  Vaccina  was 
an  unprofitable  commutation  for  Small-Pcx  ; and  they 
are  very  convincing  of  the  empire  which  vanity  or 
felf-intereft  may  hold  over  the  human  mind,  in  blind- 
ing its  judgment,  and  averting  its  decifions  from  the 
influence  of  candour  and  truth. 

It  would  be  fuperfluous  to  fay  more  on  the  fub- 
je£t  of  that  monflrous  creation,  the  Variolo-Yaccina , 
or  of  its  birth,  propagation,  and  cxtinffion.  I have 
endeavoured  flightly  to  trace  the  effe&s  of  its  exig- 
ence, and  it  forms  the  largeft  portion  of  the  tranf- 
aftions  of  that  period,  during  which  Dr.  P.  fays, 
that  himfelf  and  others  fupported  the  tender  in- 
fancy of  that  babe,  which,  they  allure  us,  mull  other- 
wife  have  perilhed  unknowm  and  immaturely. 

Another  claim  to  valuable  fervice  is  founded  by 
Dr.  P.  on  his  having  clearly  afcertained  the  effeff  of 
cafual  Cow-Pox  in  preventing  Small-Pox,  cc  by  a 
large  body  of  moff  refpe&able  evidence;”  and  he 
adds,  “ this  faff  was  known,  long  before  Dr.  J.’s 
book  appeared,”  Examination,  p.  12.  Dr.  P.  is, 
I think,  a little  unnecelfarily  eager  in  informing  us, 
that  Dr.  J.’s  annunciation  was  not  new;  but  he  does 
not  manifeh  the  fame  ready  alacrity  in  fpeaking  of 
the  fecondary  import  of  his  own  efforts.  Dr.  P.  in 
the  work  called  an  “ Enquiry,  &c.”  publilhed  foon 
after  Dr  Jenner’s,  and  poffefliug  a rather  suspicious 
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similarity  of  title,  certainly  gave  many  additional  in- 
ftances  of  the  powers  of  Cow-Pox.  But  do  thefe 
increafed  number  of  cafes  attefl  the  fatt  one  jot  more 
conclufively,  than  the  eleven,  minutely  recorded  by  Dr. 
Jenner,  exclufive  of  eight  reported  by  Mr.  H.  Jenner. 
Dr.  J.  was  at  this  time  adducing  only  a fufficient 
number  of  examples  to  illuflrate  the  truth  of  a ge- 
nerally-received tradition.  Had  he  wifhed  to  accu- 
mulate evidence,  he  could  have  as  eafily  done  it  as  Dr. 
P.  1 cannot  conceive,  that  the  general  belief  of  the 
faff  could  have  been  facilitated  by  a body  of  cafes, 
ten  times  as  numerous  as  Dr.  P/s.  Thofe  reported 
by  Dr.  Jenner  are  aifo  much  more  circumAantial ; 
and  however  proper  in  itfelf  a multiplication  of  proof 
may  have  been,  I repeat,  that  Dr.  J/s  cafes  were 
completely  capable  of  exciting  belief ; and  that  he 
might,  with,  ftridh  propriety,  have  exclaimed  to  Dr, 
P.  “non  tali  auxilio,”  &c. 

Dr.  P/s  query,  of  what  the  probable  (late  of  Vac- 
cina would  be  at  the  prefent  time,  if  other  practi- 
tioners had  not  flirred  to  invefligate  it,  is  in  a 
great  meafure,  replied  to  by  the  confiderations  which 
neccflarily  flow  from  the  fafts  I have  flated.  If  it 
Hand  confefled  (and  this  I have  proved  to  be  the 
cafe  by  Dr.  P.  himfelf)  that  Vaccina  was  at  one 
time,  and.  that  when  it  moft  required  collateral  fup- 
port,  difparaged  by  his  efforts  and  experiments,  it 
would  puzzle  the  profoundeA  cafuift  to  reconcile 
Dr.  P/s  pretentions.  Towards  the  formation  of  a 
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full  anfwer  to  the  query,  we  have  in  fome  meafure 
feen  what  has  been  the  probable  fum  of  extenfion 
and  public  favour,  in  which  the  Vaccina  is  indebted 
to  Dr.  P. ; but  we  muft  look  further  for  what  has 
been  a&ually  effected  by  Dr.  Jenner,  and  thofe 
who  profecuted  their  pra&ices  by  his  lights  alone. 
We  may  alfo  reafonably  conje&ure  how  much  more 
might  have  been  effected,  had  not  the  juft  and 
fimple  directions  of  the  difcovercr  been  thwarted 
and  obfcured  by  the  circumftances  I have  io  fully 
dwelt  on. 

It  is  certainly  the  moft  decided  proof  of  the  ge- 
neral fenfe  entertained  concerning  the  complete  and 
ample  fufficiency  of  the  inftructions  afforded  -by  Dr. 
Jenner,  that  the  whole  of  Europe,  as  well  as  all  the 
other  parts  of  the  globe  to  which  his  difcovery  has 
extended,  regard  him  as  the  foie  fource  and  origin 
of  information.  In  every  treatife  on  the  l'ubjeff, 
which  has  appeared  in  foreign  parts,* *  his  authority 

. * * 

* See  the  publications  on  Vaccina  by  Drs.  de  Carro,  and  C;r  eno, 
of  Vienna ; by  Moreau,  of  Paris  ; and  Macdonald,  of  Hamburgh. 
I cannot  find  in  any  of  thefe,  who  regarded  the  fir  it  fources  of  in- 
formation concerning  Vaccina,  any  cognizance  of  Dr.  Pearfon’s 
authority^  The  pra&itioners  of  diftant  countries  are  not  likely  to 
partake  of  thole  local  partialities  in  Dr.  Jenner’s  favour,  to  which 
Dr.  Pearfon  would  infinuate,  all  his  reputation  is  owing.  Dr. 
Pearfon,  as  the  oltenfible  head  of  the  Vaccine-Pock  Inftitution,  has, 
no  doubt,  been  a channel  for  the  communication  of  Vaccine  matter. 
Would  that  he  had  even  executed  this  subsidiary  agency  with  (kill, 
with  fuccefs,  or  with  due  fidelity.  The  latter  virtue  would  have 
fayed  himfelf  from  imputation,  and  the  caufe  from  injury.  In  the 
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is  alone  referred  to;  and  to  him  nearly  all  communi- 
cations, either  to  acknowledge  the  magnitude  of  this 
improvement,  for  the  explanation  of  doubt,  or  the 
confirmation  of  fact,  have  been  addreiTed.  An  in- 
dividual alone,  in  the  country  which  gave  it  birth, 
has  difputed  the  competency  of  Dr.  J.*s  information. 


expanfion  of  Variolous,  in  lieu  of  Vaccine  infeftion,  I conceive  Dr. 
Pearfon  to  have  been  equally  mifehievous  with  the  man  who  in- 
fers his  patients  with  fyphilis,  inftead  of  the  exhibition  of  its  an- 
tidote. Many  of  the  acftiye  friends  of  Vaccina  may  lay  claim  to 
this  fervice  with  more  fortunate  effect  than  Dr.  P.  Amongft  the 
reft;  I have  my  pretenfions,  having  printed  fome  hundred  copies  of 
Inftruftions  for  Vaccine  Inoculation,  and  circulated  them,  together 
with  fupplies  of  matter,  to  a great  number  of  furgeons  in  the  Weft 
of  England.  I have  alfo  been  extenfiveiy  engaged  in  correfpon- 
donee  and  confultation  on  this  difeafe.  Connected  with  this  point, 
I muft  here  contradict  moft  direCtly,  and  accufe  as  the  moft  ridi- 
culous boaft,  an  affertion  which  appears  in  the  form  of  a note  in  the 
Appendix  to  Dr.  Pearfor/s  Examination,  p.  47.  Here  we  are  told, 
that  “ the  Vaccine  matter,  which  firft  fucceeded  in  America  with 
Profeffor  Waterhoufe,  was  tranfmitted  from  England  in  a bottle 
with  a glafs  ftopper.  This  matter  was  furnifhed  by  the  Inftitu- 
tion.”  I fhould  really  not  have  ftooped  to  the  notice  of  a circum- 
ftance  which  I deem  as  trivial,  except  as  connected  with  Dr. 
P/s  general  affumptions.  He  ufurps  fo  much,  that  I think  not  a 
particle  fhould  be  allowed  which  is  not  his  due.  From  the  falfely- 
ufferted  faCt  of  having  tranfmitted  Vaccine  matter  to  America,  Dr. 
P.  feizes  an  occafion  of  panegyrifing  the  Vaccine-Pock  Inftitution. 

I would  alk  no  better  fpecimen  of  his  accuracy.  It  was  from  my- 
self through  the  hands  of  Dr.  Haygarth,  that  the  matter  was  lent, 
which  firft  fuccecded  in  the  hands  of  Dr.  Waterhoufe,  and  from 
thence  was  conveyed  through  the  United  States  of  America.  I re- 
ceived on  this  occafion  the  acknowledgements  of  Dr.  Waterhoufe. 
In  this  part  of  the  hiftory  there  is  alfo  fome  matter,  which  ftrikes 
as  diretfly  againft  Dr.  P.’s  doffrines,  as  againft  his  accuracy.  The 
Vaccina  degenerated , and  was  nearly  loft  in  America,  from  the  ufe 
*f  matter  taken  at  too  late  a period.  Dr.  Waterhoufe  referred  to 
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I might  quote  this  general  opinion,  in  contravention 
of  Dr.  P.’s  “ convincing  evidences,”  and  his  hardy 
affertions.  The  hiflorical  documents  in  my  mind 
{hew  incontrovertibly,  that  not  only  the  difcovery, 
but  the  fuccefsful  promulgation  of  the  pra&ice,  has 
emanated  from  Dr.  J.;  and  altho’  the  talk  is  nearly 
that  of  fuperfluity  of  proof,  yet,  in  anfwering  the 
claims  of  Dr.  P.  I muft  employ  them. 

In  refpefl  to  that  diftinguifhed  furgeon  and  anato- 
mift  Mr.  Cline,  it  mufl  firfl  be  recorded  that  he  in- 
oculated, with  matter  fent  him  by  Dr.  Jenner,  before 
Dr.  P.  or  any  perfon  in  London,  had  performed  a 
fmgle  inoculation.  Mr.  Cline  gave  early  and  pub- 
lic teflimony  of  its  fuccefs ; and  it  is  no  extravagant 
ftretch  of  conclufion,  that  Mr.  C.’s  experiment  mufl 
have  been  of  fome  weight  in  the  fcale  of  public  opi- 
nion. Mr.  Cline’s  cafe  was  one  of  pure  and  re- 
gular Vaccina. 

Dr.  Jenner’s  ec  Further  Obfervations,”  publifhed 
in  1799,  and  his  “ Continuation  of  Fa£ls  and  Ob- 
fervations,” publifhed  in  1800,  conta  n much  and 
original  matter,  concerning  natural  Cow-Pox,  its 
laws,  and  the  caufes  of  apparent  exception  to  its  or- 
dinary effe&s.  Thefe  alfo  include  accounts  of  the 

myfelf,  and  I fent  him  Dr.  Jenner’s  opinion,  that  fuch  was  the  caufe. 
The  Vaccina  was  thereby  regenerated.  In  every  circumftance  of' 
the  Trans-Atlantic  proceeding  Dr.P.  is,  in  his  opinions  and  in  his  af- 
lertions,  at  war  with  fadf  and  with  corredtnefs.  Dr.  Haygarth  is 
ir.y  evidence  of  the  tranfmiflion  of  virus  to  America  through  his 
hands,  before  Dr.  Waterhoufe  had  been  otherwife  in  pofTdhon  ofit. 
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extenfion  and  fuccefsful  exercife  of  Vaccine  Inocu- 
lation by  Dr.  J.’s  friends  ; whilft  Dr.  J.  h felf  is 
arduoufly  combating  the  impediments  which  Dr. 
Woodville’s  and  Dr.  Pearfon’s  experiments  ave 
produced  by  the  fabrication  of  an  eruptive  difrafe. 

Other  inftanees  of  the  fucccfs  and  rapidity  with 
which  Dr.  Jenner’s  difeovery  has  been  expanded, 
independently  o $ the  encumbering  fupport  of  Dr.  P. 
and  others,  may  be  feeu  in  the  communications  with 
Dr,  Jenner  from  all  parts  of  the  habitable  globe;  in 
the  re-publication  of  his  treatifes  in  many  foreign  lan- 
guages ; and  in  the  reference  to  their  contents,  and 
0.0'  J 

thofe  alone,  by  all  foreign  authors.  They  are  more 
demonftrated  by  feme  of  the  evidences  to  the  Com- 
mittee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  of  which  it  m y 
be  right  to  adduce  feme  extrafts. 

Dr.  Marshall,  phyfician  extraordinary  to  the  King 
of  Naples,  began  to  inoculate  in  Gloceflerfhire  in  the 
famine  r of  1799,*  having  received  in  firing  ions  from 
Dr.  Jenner.  He  inoculated  at  Gibraltar,  Minorca, 

/ 0 

Malta,  Sicily,  Rome,  Leghorn,  Genoa,  and  Naples. 
The  number  inoculated  under  his  direction  was  up- 
wards of  ten  thoufand. 

The  Rev.  G.  C.  Jenner  has  inoculated  three 
thoufand  perfons. 

Mr.  Taylor,  of  Wootton-Underedge,  has  ino- 
culated one  thoufand  perfons. 


* See  Jenner’s  f<  Further  Enquiries." 
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Dr.  Thornton,  at  LordLonfdale’s,  1000  perfons. 

Mr.  John  Ring  has  inoculated  upwards  of  1200 
perfons. 

The  evidences  of  Drs.  Sir  W.  Farquhar,  Blanc, 
Sims,  Lettfom,  Baillie,  &c. ; and  of  MefTrs.  Cline, 
Griffiths,  Addington,  &c.  furgeons  ; all  confider^ 
Dr.  Jenner  as  the  foie  author  of  Vaccine  Inocula- 
tion, and  its  confequent  adoption  and  extenfion.  By 
none  of  thefe  gentlemen  are  the  direct  or  collateral 
fer vices  of  Dr.  Pcarfon  once  named  or  hinted  at. 

I have  fo  far  adduced,  whether  fuccefsfully  or 
not  is  for  the  public  decifion,  the  reafons  and  the 
fa£h  which  appear  to  me  irrefiflibly  to  contravene 
the  pretenfions  of  Dr.  P.  to  any  important  ffiare  in 
the  fupport  of  the  beneficial  difcovery.  I would 
willing  flop  at  the  refutation  of  this  claim.  But  if 
my  conclufions  are  admitted,  it  mufl  neceffiarily  fol- 
low, that  Dr.  P’s  affiimptions  are  not  merely  ground- 
lefs,  but  that  if  his  ingenuity  had  been  directed  to 
the  perplexing  and  deteriorating  this  invefligation, 
he  could  not  more  amply  have  fucceeded.  Againfl 
the  hiflory  which  has  been  delineated,  I wiffi  the 
fubflance  of  Dr.  P.’s  claims  not  to  be  forgotten,  as 
they  were  detailed  in  his  evidence  before  the  Com- 
mittee, viz.  “ That  although  Dr.  Jenner  firft  fet  on 
foot. the  Vaccine  Inoculation,  it  was  eftablifhed  by 
the  extenfive  praflice  of  other  perfons,  to-wit,  Dr. 
Woodville  and  himfelf.”  1 will,  with  the  moft  per- 
feft  confidence,  abide  by  what  I conceive  mufl  be 
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the  inevitable  judgment  concerning  this  arrogant 
pretenfion  in  the  minds  of  thofe  who  are  capable  of 
the  flighted:  examination. 

On  the  conduct  of  thofe  who  have  aimed  to  fap 
the  foundation,  or  to  blafl  the  produ&s,  of  Dr.  Jen- 
ner’s  merit,  however  wide  might  be  the  field  which 
it  prefents  to  the  eye  of  the  moral  critic,  and  how- 
ever keen  the  indignation  which  it  excites,  I am  not 
difpofed  to  enlarge.  There  is  a grofiuefs  in  fome 
fpecies  of  vice  which  renders  its  example  innocuous  ; 
and  there  is  a palpable  injuflice  in  the  attacks  on 
Dr.  Jenner,  which  difarms  their  force.  It  is  of  in- 
calculably more  confequence  in  my  opinion,  to  en- 
deavour at  the  confutation  of  fome  pathological 
errors,  which,  in  conjun&ion  with  the  firffc  and  bell 
opinions  on  the  fubjeft,  I affirm  to  be  moll  impor- 
tant and  detrimental. 

The  progrefs  of  moral  and  phyfical  error  is  feldoin 
Angle,  and  thofe  who  have  fo  afHvely  undermined 
Dr.  J.’s  claims  to  difeovery,  will  be  found  to  have 
afiailed  with  equal  perverfity  the  mod:  eflential  of 
his  opinions.  It  is  in  this  department  of  the  fubjeft 
that  I principally  feel  a hope  of  correcting  pernicious 
mifreprefentation.  Great  as  is  the  infult  to  Dr. 
Jennet’s  character,  it  is  trivial,  when  compared  with 
the  influence  of  falfe  doCtrines  on  this  very  inte- 
reding  pra&ice.  Had  thefe  not  been  propagated,  I 
fhould  have  felt  no  inducement  which  would  have 
f the  execution  of  the  talk  I am  attempting. 
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Of  all  the  points  or  principles  in  the  practice  of 
Vaccine  Inoculation,  it  is  agreed  by  common  con- 
fent,  that  the  age  and  period  of  the  Virus  is  the 
molt  important.  I fay  it  is  agreed,  becaufe  it  is  a 
queftion,  which  on  all  fides  has  received  the  great- 
efl  notice  and  difcufhon  of  any  particular  in  the  in- 
veftigation.  On  this  faft  the  opinion  of  Dr.  Jenner 
has  been  uniform,  and  we  (hall  hereafter  fee  that  it 
is  fupported  by  refpedlable,  numerous,  and  uncon- 
nected authorities.  If  it  be  erroneous,  its  only  effect 
can  be  to  deprive  us  of  the  employment  of  Vaccine  Virus , 
when  it  might  anfwer  our  purpofe.  But  if,  on  the 
other  fuppofition,  Dr.  J.’s  idea  be  correCl,  then  the 
opinion  of  Dr.  P.  as  feconded  by  Dr.  Woodville, 
leads  to  the  mojl  dangerous  and  deftruElive  corfe - 
quences. 

I mult  here  date  the  contrafted  and  diametrically 
oppofed  opinions  to  which  I refer.  Dr.  Jenner’s 
rule  is  to  employ  Vaccina  Virus  at  fome  period  be- 
tween the  5th  and  9th  day,  or  before  the  areola  is 
formed.  Dr.  Pearfon  and  Dr.  Woodville  infill  there 
is  no  difference  in  the  Vaccina  produced  by  Vaccine 
Virus,  taken  at  any  period  of  the  duration  of  the 
veficle,  provided  it  continues  limpid.  Dr.  P’s  opi- 
nion is  confeffedly  founded  on  that  of  Dr.  Wood- 
ville, from  whom  he  has  inferted  a letter  expreffive 
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of  it.  In  this  Dr.  W.  fays,  “ I can  declare  that  I 
have  very  frequently  inoculated  with  Vaccine  Mat- 
ter, taken  on  the  8th,  9th,  10th,  and  nth  day  after 
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the  inoculation ; and  though  I have  given  the  ut> 
moft  attention  to  the  effects  of  each,  I have  never 
been  able  to  difcover  any  difference.”  “ I could 
produce  feveral  indances  in  which  the  matter,  taken 
fo  late  as  the  14th  day  after  the  inoculation,  has 
been  attended  with  equal  fuccefs  as  that  taken  at  any 
earlier  period.”  But  Dr.  W.  then  adds,  that  the 
Virus  which  this  late  dage  of  the  pock  furniffies,  is 
more  liable  to  fail  in  communicating  infection,  and 
that  its  elFe<ds  proceed  more  dowly.  The  very  ad- 
midion  that  its  effects  proceed  more J lowly , in  a difeafe 
of  which  the  precife  and  regular  progrefs  is  the 
leading  clrarafteridic  of  certainty,  and  which  is  thus 
allowed  by  an  advocate  of  the  ufe  of  late  Virus,  is 
fudicient  to  demondrate,  that  fuch  Virus  is  ineffi- 
cient and  uncertain.  Dr.  P.  obferves,  On  this 
point  I condder  the  mod  fatisfa&ory  and  clear  evi- 
dence to  be  the  regider  of  the  Vaccine-Pock  Indi- 
tution,  and  the  refult  of  Dr.  Woodville’s  practice 
at  the  Small-Pox  Hofpital.”  Vain  and  unwarrant- 
able adfertion  ! The  pra&ice  of  individuals  has  ex- 
ceeded manifold  that  of  thefe  boadlingly  defcribed 
edablidiments.  Dr.  MardialPs  perfonal  experience 
has  more  than  doubled  numerically  the  inoculations 
of  both  thefe  inditutions.  The  Rev.  G.  Jenner, 
Mr.  Ring,  of  London,  and  Mr.  Taylor,  of  Woot- 
ton-Underedge,  have  individually  performed  more 
inoculations  than  have  occurred  at  the  Vaccine-Pock 
Inditutiou.  Are  we  then  to  be  told,  that  it  is  to 
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thefe  authorities  we  are  to  bend  and  to  (loop  for 
the  folution  of  our  difficulties,  and  that  we  are  to 
look  up  for  information  to  a fource  which  in  one 
material  indance  has  led  us  egregioufly  affray  ? I 
hope  Dr.  Pearfon  will  furnifn  us  with  more ; tc  con- 
vincing evidences,”  before  he  requires  the  furren- 
der  of  our  powers  of  obfervation  to  the  polluted 
Ihrine  of  his  authorities. 

In  the  general  denunciation  of  every  opinion 
which  concurs  with  Dr.  Jenner’s,  I find  myfelf 
•honoured  with  Dr.Pearfon’s  fevered  drifture — Note 
to  page  12 1 of  his  Examination.  At  his  imputation 
of  prejudice  or  perfonal  intered,  I am  not  furprifed  ; 
and  I may  perhaps  obferve  with  equal  truth,  that  I 
am  not  much  wounded.  Obfervers  of  human 
a&ions  have  averted,  that  we  are  mod  prone  to 
transfer  the  confcious  motives  of  our  own  minds  to 
account  for  the  conduct  of  others.  I do  not  know 
an  example  which,  in  my  opinion,  more  clearly  illuf- 
trates  the  remark,  or  to  which  the  retort  of  the 
argument  may  be  more  clofely  applied,  than  to  Dr. 
P.’s  own.  In  Dr.  P.’s  obfervations  on  “ perfons 
without  pretenfions  from  a dudious  life,  and  who 
have  had  but  little  experience,”  I mud,  from  the 
general  context,  conceive  myfelf  to  be  included. 
On  the  value  of  experience,  it  is  hardly  ne- 
ceffary  here  to  enter  into  a difeuffion.  It 
has  been,  from  time  immemorial,  the  dalking- 
horfe  in  the  pretenfions  of  thofe  principally  to 
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whom  it  has  been  of  the  fmallefl  utility.  It  has 
ferved  both  as  the  blind  covering  of  fuperannuated 
ignorance,  and  as  the  foie  direction  to  truth,  ac~ 
cording  as  it  has  been  accurately  or  erroneoufly 
under  hood.  With  its  application  to  the  prefent 
lhbjelt,  I have  alone  concern  ; and  my  experience 
may  not  here  be  fo  little  or  fo  unfruitful  as  Dr.  P. 
infinuates.  From  himfelf  the  comment  originates 
with  peculiar  ill  grace,  to  whom  experience  was 
fo  unprodu&ive  at  a certain  period  of  this  invefti- 
gation.  If  I am  compelled  defenfively  to  fpeak  of 
myfelf,  I fhall  merely  fay,  that  I have  inoculated 
many  hundreds,  and  have  infpccted  a far  greater 
number.  But  it  is  of  greater  moment  in  the  efti- 
mate  of  my  experience,  that  I do  not  hand  like  Dr. 
P.  convidled  of  fundamental  and  fyflematic  error. 

The  opinion  contained  in  the  letter  which  has 
drawn  thefe  comments  from  Dr.  P.  was  fent  from 
me  to  the  Medical  and  Phyfical  Journal,  for  October 
1801.  It  is  thus  exprefled,  that  Virus  at  a late 
period  “ is  capable  of  producing  morbid  and  pha- 
gadtenic  ulceration,  confiderable  eryfipelatous  inflam- 
mation, and  a train  cf  effe&s  wholly  diiTimilar  to 
thofe  of  pure  and  recently-formed  Virus.”  So  far 
is  either  experience,  or  the  prefumptuous  corre&ion 
of  Dr.  P.  from  inducing  me  to  rctradt  an  iota  of  this 
opinion,  that  I am  more  confirmed  in  its  truth,  and 
I could  even  add  to  it.  Its  accuracy  is,  however,  of 
incomparably  more  importance  in  its  effects,  than 
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with  any  relation  to  the  juftice  or  erroneoufnefs  of 
my  ideas.  In  detailing  fome  of  the  fads  on  which 
my  affertion  was  founded,  I am  neceffarily  led  into 
the  developement  of  inftances,  which  at  one  time  l 
fhould  have  much  regretted  to  expofe.  They  would 
have  afforded  a pretext  to  inveterate  enemies  of 
Vaccine  Inoculation,  which  would  have  been  more 
operative  than  their  real  force  would  have  juftified. 
That  cera  is,  however,  pad: ; and  in  the  great 
aggregate  of  fads  in  favour  of  Vaccine  Inoculation, 
even  the  confequences  of  avoidable  error  in  its 
procefs  will  be  loft  and  abforbed. 

It  cannot  be  too  often  or  too  ftrongly  repeated, 
that  in  the  decifion  of  this  point  confifts  the  truth  or 
the  falfhood  of  a pradical  rule,  and  which,  if  it  can 
be  proved  to  cxift  as  believed  by  Dr.  Jenner,  and 
many  other  obfervers,  muft,  if  aded  againft,  not 
merely  fubvert  all  the  imputed  advantages  o. 
the  Vaccina,  but  entail  an  enormous  train  of  evil. 
I will  firft  refer  to  the  cafes  which  occurred  at  Clap- 
ham,  in  the  year  1800  ; and  I cannot  prefume  either 
to  explain  or  to  comment  on  them,  after  the  very  per- 
fpicuous  and  mafterly  account  afforded  of  the  tranf- 
a£!ion  in  the  “ ComparativeView  of  Opinions  of  Drs. 
jenner  and  Woodville.”  Dr.  P.  ingenioufly  gloffes 
over  this  occurrence,  by  faying  that  £t  fome  unfortu- 
nate cafes  of  inoculatedVaccina  occurred,  which  were 
imputed  by  the  medical  gentlemen  who  inveftigated 
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them  to  the  latenefs  of  the  period  at  'which  the  in.- 
ferted  matter  was  taken.” 

Let  Dr.  P.  bring  forward  fomething  beyond  infi- 
nuation  to  difprove  the  cooclufions  of  thefe  invefti- 
gators.  He  has  not  given  one  fact,  which  on  a fair 
comparifon  with  the  phenomina  hated  in  the  narra- 
tive alluded  to,  will  invalidate  the  obvious  and  cer- 
tain inference,  that  they  were  fuch  as  could  only 
arife  from  the  life  of  Virus  taken  at  a late  period. 
Dr.  P.  obferves  in  a note,  p.  ioi,  that  “no  contrary 
evidence  has  fince  been  given  from  experience.” 
What  contrary  evidence  could  be  neceffary,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  correcl  and  faithful  narration  given  by 
the  author  of  the  “ Comparative  View  ?”  That  the 
inferences  made  were  founded  in  the  juftefl  deduc- 
tions, may  even  be  negatively  inferred,  by  obferving 
that  no  fuch  occurrence,  or  any  thing  analogous,  has 
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ever  exifted  in  confequence  of  the  ufe  of  early  Virus. 
Does  Dr.  P.  confider  the  deleterious  tendency  of 
the  doctrines,  which  mere  oppofition  to  the  opinions 
of  Dr.  Jenner  has  led  him  to  propagate,  and  for 
the  refinance  of  which  every  advocate  of  Dr.  J.’s 
do&rine  is  overwhelmed  with  his  illiberal  imputa- 
tions. The  pofition  which  has  included  me  in  this 
anathema,  L will  here  repeat,  and  fortunately  I am 
not  deflitute  of  circumflantial  proof  in  its  fupport ; 
viz.' “That  Cow-Pock  Virus  at  a late  period  is 

capable  of  producing  morbid  and  phagadxnic  ulce- 
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ration,  confiderable  eryfipelatous  inflammation,  and 
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a train  of  e feels  wholly  diffimilar  to  thofe  of  pure  and 
recently  formed  Virus. ' 

In  proof  of  the  former  part  of  this  opinion,  I can 
merely  rove  my  perlonal  and  decided  fuffrage,  that 
in  much  experience  (amounting  in  the  whole  to  more 
than  ioco  inoculations  of  my  own)  I have  feen  re- 
peatedly phagadaenic  and  crultaceous  ulcers,  and  the 
mofl  extenfive  inflammations,  enfue  from  the  ufe  of 
Virus  taken  at  a late  period,  when  1 was  not  fuffici- 
ently  informed  of  the  importance  of  uflng  it  more 
recent.  I alfo  affirm,  that  on  infpeCtion  of  a num- 
ber of  the  inoculated  patients  of  others,  exceeding 
in  aggregate  thofe  of  my  own,  I have  never  feen  a 
local  or  general  affection  which  confiderably  exceeded 
the  ordinary  and  general  mildntfs  of  the  inoculated 
Vaccina,  when  Virus  of  an  early  period  was  em- 
ployed. The  credibility  of  a man’s  evidence  mud 
red  on  his  perfonal  reputation,  when  it  is  unfup- 
ported  by  additional  proof.  In  refpefl  to  the  effects 
which  I preferred  to  deferibe  by  the  appellation  of 
of  being  “ wholly  diffimilar  to  thofe  of  pure  and  re- 
cent! .'formed  Virus  f I poflefs  fubdantiated  evidence 
which  is  beyond  Dr.  Pearfon’s  controvcrfion,  and 
fatts  which  are  unaflailable  by  his  fophiffry.  The 
pofTcflion  of  thefe  indances  alone  would  have  led 
me  to  make  the  communication  which  has  fo  of- 
fended Dr.  P.  On  thefe  I ground  an  opinion,  that 
at  a certain  but  indefinite  age  of  the  Vaccine  Puflule, 
a modification  of  vital  a&ion  of  the  part,  or  a change 
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of  chemical  conftitution  of  its  contained  fluid,  occurs, 
which  alters  its  a&ion  on  the  human  body,  fo  as  to 
render  it  capable  of  exciting  a local  effeft  effentially 
different,  and  even  of  appearing  in  the  fyflem  in  a 
confiitutional  and  fccondary  form  of  ulceration . Of 
fuch  inftances,  I fliall  relate  two. 

In  November  1799,  I inoculated  the  child  of  a 
patient  belonging  to  the  Bath  City  Difpenfary,  of  the 
name  of  Spering.  I employed  at  this  period  of  my 
pradtice  (notwithftanding  the  verbal  injunctions  of 
Dr.  Jenner)  Virus  of  all  periods,  and  this  child  was 
inoculated  with  Virus  from  a very  advanced  Puftule. 
The  local  affection  was  regular,  but  the  furround- 
ing inflammation  intenfe,  and  the  fcab  after  fepa- 
rating  left  a cruftaceous  fore  which  continued  in  a 
{late  of  ulceration.  A month  after  I w as  defired  by 
Mr.  White,  apothecary  to  the  Difpenfary,  to  viflt 
the  child  ; I found  her  covered  on  the  nates,  thighs, 
and  belly,  writh  puftules  which  had  a near  refem- 
blance  to  the  fpurious  Vaccine  Puflulc.  I fay  the 
Spurious  Puftule , and  will  explain  my  idea  by  a 
future  definition  with  which  Dr.  P.  may  grapple  if 
he  pleafes.  The  cafe  interefled  me  fo  much,  that 
I requefted  Dr.  Parry  of  this  city  to  fee  it,  know- 
ing his  attention  to  this  fubjeft  ; and  the  child  was 
alfo  vifited  by  Dr.  Crawford ; they  both  concurred 
in  having  never  feen  a fimilar  cafe  of  eruption,  and 
believed  it  to  depend  on  the  Vaccina.  To  afcertain 
this  connexion,  Mr.  H.  Jenner,  furgeon,  inoculated 
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a child  with  the  fluid  taken  from  one  of  the  puflular 
fores,  and  produced  a fpurious  Vaccine  Puftule.  I 
muft  add,  that  the  inoculated  part  was  unhealed  for 
feveral  weeks,  and  that  the  child  got  well  in  the 
event. 

Another  cafe,  which  in  my  opinion  incontro- 
vertibly  fupports  the  opinion  that  I have  laid 
down,  occurred  at  Briftol  in  the  beginning-  of 
1S01.  The  appearances  had  excited  fome  prejudices 
againfl  the  Vaccina,  and  I was  requefled  by  the  Rev. 
G.  Jenner  and  Mx  H.  Jenner  to  fee  it.  It  was  the 
infant  of  Mr.  iStloww-,  woollen-draper  ; I do  not 
know  the  name  of  the  medical  gentleman  who 
had  inoculated  it,  but  I was  informed  the  inocula- 
tion had  been  done  fome  weeks  before.  I found  the 
infant  had  feveral  puflular  eruptions  on  the  body, 
clofely  refembling  the  Vaccina  in  its  advanced  flages, 
Thefe  had  exifled  ever  fince  the  inoculation.  Suf- 
pefting  the  caufe  of  thefe  to  be  fuch  as  had  pro- 
duced the  preceding  cafe,  my  queries  to  the  mother 
were  in  the  following  form. 

(X  Was  this  child  inoculated  with  dried  matter, 
or  w'ith  frefli  matter  from  another  perfon  ? 

A.  With  matter  from  another  perfon. 

CX  What  was  the  colour  of  the  part  from  which 
the  matter  wras  taken  ? 

A.  It  was  quite  brown,  almoft  black,  and  the 
child  was  inoculated  twice  from  the  fame  perfon,  at 
the  diflance  of  2 or  3 days, 
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I have  minutes  of  this  converfation,  and  of  the 
appearances,  as  taken  at  the  time.  TheRev.  G. 
Jenner  and  Mr.  H.  jenner  were  prefenr,  and  would, 
I am  confident,  readily  contraditt  my  ftatement  if  it 
were  erroneous.  I think  from  thefe  inftances  fingly, 
that  we  are  completely  warranted  in  imputing  to 
Vaccine  Virus  of  a late  date  the  effects  which  I 
have  deferibed.  In  my  communication  on  this  point, 
I intended  only  generally  to  exprefs  my  conviffion 
that  there  is  a period,  although  I could  not  define 
the  precife  one,  at  which  this  chemical  or  living 
alteration  occurs,  and  that  it  might  be  avoided  by 
an  adherence  to  the  rule  alluded  to.  I have  now  to 
adduce  lome  authorities,  which,  though  they  do  not 
exhibit  any  proof  of  fuch  effects  as  I have  deferibed, 
yet  are  equally  inimical  to  the  propriety  of  Dr.  P.*s 
and  Dr.  Woodville’s  practical  opinions  in  another  re- 
fpeft.  My  own  opinion  was  merely  declaratory  of 
the  mifehievous  effefts  of  Vaccine  Virus,  which  had 
acquired  new  properties  by  a change  in  its  conflituent 
parts  from  a different  period  of  its  formation.  This 
is,  however,  not  the  only  objection  to  the  ufe  of 
Virus  of  this  defeription.  Dr.  Pearfon  obferves, 
p.  123,  “That  the  rule  of  not  taking  matter  is  not 
allowed  to  be  founded  in  experience  on  the  other 
fide  of  the  Atlantic,  any  more  than  in  this  country.” 

f • » 

It  is  fingular  that  my  principal  authorities  fliould  be 
drawn  from  that  very  quarter  of  the  globe,  to  which 
he  refers  for  the  fupport  of  his  own  opinions  5 and  I 
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think  he  could  no  where  have  looked  for  lefs  con- 
firmation ; nay,  for  a diverfity  of  opinion  more 
dire&ly  adverfe.  I have  already  refilled  his  claim 
to  the  fupply  of  America  with  this  new  difeafe,  which 
was  ranked  amongll  the  obligations  under  which  it 
lay  to  his  follering  aid.  I alfo  hinted  that  the  hiltory 
of  Vaccination  in  America  was  peculiarly  counter  to 
his  doctrines.  My  authorities  follow  : — Dr.  Water* 
houfe,  of  Cambridge  Univerfity,  near  Bolton,  to 
whom  I firft  fent  Vaccine  Virus,  informed  me  by 
private  communication,  that  it  had  loll  the  powers 
which  it  had  exhibited,  when  he  began  to  inoculate; 
and  he  lamented  very  llrongly  its  degeneracy  of 
effett.  There  is,  however,  a more  regular  and  un- 
deniable record  of  Dr.  Waterhoufe’s  opinions  in 
the  American  Medical  Repofitory,  vol.  v.  No.  4. 
Dr.  W.  here  gives  many  cafes  in  detail,  where  the 
Vaccina  had  loll  its  character  from  the  ufe  of  Virus 
taken  at  too  late  a period.  Dr.  W.  fays  alfo,  that 
many  perfons  took  Small-Pox  after  Inoculation  with 
this  Virus  ; and  that  on  attention  to  the  inftru&ions 
fent  out  again  by  Dr.  Jenner,  the  Vaccina  was  re- 
llored  to  its  priltine  character  and  efficacy.  To 
the  whole  of  this  hillory  I am  a party,  as  it  was 
one  wherein  I was  originally  concerned  between 
Dr.  Waterhoufe  and  Dr.  Jenner.  In  the  fame  num- 
ber of  the  American  Medical  Repofitory  we  find 
that  Dr.  Spence,  of  Dumfries,  Virginia,  concurs 
in  fimilar  conclufions  concerning  the  incertitude  and 
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inutility  of  the  ufe  of  late  Virus.  Some  deference 
wijl  probably  be  given  to  the  opinion  of  the  Pro- 
feffor  of  Phyfic  to  an  American  Univerfity  in  a 
point  of  practice  which  he  has  fuperintcnded  over 
a great  Continent,  though  it  may  clafh  with  the 
do&rines  of  the  Le&urer  of  Leiceller-Square.  But 
without  balancing  their  authorities,  is  it  not  appa- 
rent that  Ur.  Pearfon  muff  be  fadly  uninformed  of 
the  exifting  authorities  in  America,  when  he  affirmed 
“ that  the  rule  of  not  taking  matter  is  not  allowed 

i • 

to  be  founded  in  experience  on  the  other  fide  of 
the  Atlantic.” 

In  our  own  country  I can  alfo  find  refpedable  and 
ample  fupport  of  Dr.  J.’s  opinion.  Mr.  Bryce,  whofe 
late  Treatife  on  Cow-Pox  exhibits  the  mod  accurate 
attention  and  very  confiderable  ingenuity,  fays,  “ that 
during  the  7th,  8th,  and  9th  da}rs,  the  Virus  is  in 
the  ffate  of  greatefl  a&ivity.”  He  adds,  <c  I have 

inoculated  with  Virus  which  was  taken  at  the 

. % 

end  of  the  nth  day  from  Inoculation,  and  with  it 
have  produced  the  affe&ion  regular  in  all  its  ftages. 
But  I have  obferved,  that  the  Virus  when  taken 
at  this  ffage  of  the  affection,  was  lefs  certain  of  tak- 
ing effedj  and  that  it  frequently  happened,  that 
although  the  appearances  were  favourable  for  the 
firft  3 or  4 days,  yet  that  they  then  gradually  would 
die  away,  and  no  Veficle  be  produced.  At  other 
times,  Virus  of  this  defcription  has  produced  a Puf- 
tule  of  confiderable fize , and  one  having  a confiderable 
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degree  of  redncfs  around  the  bafe,  which  was  never- 
thelefs  eafily  diftinguifhed  from  Cow-Pox.”  Mr. 
Bryce’s  obfervatkms  here  coincide  moft  exactly 
with  my  own.  A rapid  progrefs  of  inflammation 
ceafmg  before  the  due  period,  or  an  excefs  of  in- 
flammation and  undue  extent  of  puftule  terminating 
in  protra&ed  ulceration,  have  been  the  events  in 
many  cafes,  where  I have  witnefled  the  application’ 
of  'Vaccine  Virus  taken  at  a late  period  of  its  dura- 
tion. I wifh  to  know,  if  Dr.  Pearfon  will  apply  to 
Mr.  Bryce  and  to  Dr.  Waterhoufe  his  defcription 
of  “ partifans  of  perfonal  interefts,  and  whofe  rea- 
fons  become  warped  by  fuch  interefts  j”  if  he  fhould, 
I (hall  not  be  furprifed  at  the  defe£t  of  jufti.ce  or 
decency.  If  this  or  any  other  queftion  of  patho- 
logy were  to  be  decided  by  the  number  and  character 
of  its  evidences,  it  is  manifeft  where  the  weight 
would  attach.  We  find  Dr.  Blane,  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Jenner,  Dr.  Croft,  Dr.  Thornton,  and  others,  defi- 
nitively and  explicitly  after  ting,  that  the  moft  com- 
mon caufe  of  failure  was  owing  to  the  employment 
of  Virus  at  a late  age.  Againft  the  concurrent  opi- 
nion of  thefe  men,  fome  of  them  poflefliug  extenfive 
and  experimental  knowledge  of  the  fubjeft,  and  in 
dirett  oppofltion  to  the  confident  and  uniform  fenti- 
ments  of  Dr*.  Jenner,  we  have  the  converfe  aflertions 
of  Drs.  Pearfon  and  Woodville.  To  the  aflertions 
of  the  latter,  however  I may  deem  them  erroneous, 
and  at  iffue  with  general  experience,  I look  with 
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fome  deference  ; and  although  I may  toto  caelo  differ 
from  them,  1 beg  leave  to  difclaim  all  reflexion  on  the 
motives  of  their  author.  But  my  conviction  of  their 
truth  or  incorre&nefs  is  another  confideration  ; and 
I confefs,  they  are  fo  repugnant  to  general  authority, 
and  to  connected  opinions,  which  in  extent  demand 
more  than  an  equal  claim  to  belief,  that  I muff  infill 
on  their  total  want  of  force,  and  on  their  practical 
injurioufnefs. 

Dr.  Woodville,  in  his  letter  to  Dr.  Pearfon, 
page  94,  dates  many  pofitions  which  I conflder  to 
be  at  variance  with  the  obfervations  of  fa  ft  by  others 
and  by  myfelf.  He  fays,  “ the  Areola  rarely  fuper- 
venes  before  the  7th,  or  later  than  the  12th  day.” 
There  is  furely  a fatality  in  the  inveftigation  of  this 
Ample  difeafe,  which  has  perverted  the  perceptions 
of  fome  of  its  obfervers.  From  oral  and  written 
communication  with  numbers  of  inoculators,  and 
from  my  own  experience,  1 believe  the  complete 
formation  and  acme  of  the  Areola,  to  be  regularly 
on  the  10th  day,  and  that  its  occurrence  a day 
fooner  or  later  is  an  anomaly. 

From  the  expreffions  of  Dr.  Woodville,  one  might 
fuppofe  that  it  occurred  at  any  time  indifferently  be- 
tween the  7th  and  12th  days.  Further,  Dr.  Wood- 
ville fays,  “Dr.  B.  and  Mr.  K.  are  of  opinion,  that 
what  they  call  fpurious  cafes  of  Cowr*Pox,  have 
arifen  from  the  ujtng  of  matter  taken  at  too  late  a 
period  of  the  pujlule , which  may  equally  happen  in 
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inoculating  for  the  Small-Pox  with  Virus  taken  at  an 
improper  period  of  maturation 

Now,  I join  in  opinion  with  the  lafl  part  of 
this  citation,  and  with  the  lad  part  only,  which  is, 
that  this  (aid  fpurious  Puftule  may  equally  happen 
(or  is  as  likely  to  happen)  in  inoculating  for  the 
Small-Pox  as  for  the  Cow-Pox,  with  Virus  taken 
at  an  improper  period  of  maturation ; becaufe  I 
am  convinced,  by  numerous  experiments  in  Variolous 
Inoculation,  that  it  never  does  happen.  Aflertions 
of  this  kind,  and  fo  authoritatively  announced  from 
characters  of  experience,  have  great  apparent  weight. 
But  it  is  not  by  refpett  to  name  or  pretenfion,  that 
queftions  of  fa<ft  in  fcience  are  to  be  decided.  On 
this  as  on  every  branch  of  the  fubje<ft,  or  on  queftions 
in  clofe  analogy  with  it,  the  opinions  of  Dr.  Wood- 
ville  and  Dr.  Pearfon  happen  to  be  arrayed  in  anti- 
thetical contraft  to  thofe  of  the  majority  of  others. 
If  Dr.  Woodville  be  right,  the  gentlemen  whofe 
authorities  I muft  quote,  are  not  merely  in  error,  but 
have  coined  falfehoods.  In  the  4th  volume  of  the 
Memoirs  of  the  Medical  Society  of  London,  Mr. 
Kite  relates  the  hiftory  of  three  children  inoculated 
with  Variolous  matter  from  a Tingle  and  late  Puftule. 
A fhort  time  after  they  caught  the  difeafe  in  the 
natural  way.  Dr.  Jenner,  in  his  “ Further  Obfer- 
vations,,,  relates  fome  accurately-detailed  inftances, 
on  the  authority  of  Mr.  Earle,  furgeon,  of  Framp- 
ton-upon-Severn.  This  gentleman  inoculated  five 
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perfons  with  Variolous  matter  taken  from  a late 
ftage  of  the  Puftule  ; and  of  thefe  five,  four  after- 
wards had  the  Small-Pox  in  the  natural  way.  The 
inflammation  and  fuppuration  of  the  arms  were  as 
confiderable,  or  more  fo  than  common  ; and  in  one 
there  was  an  ulcer  which  call  off  large  floughs. 
Eruptions  appeared  about  the  9th  day,  which  died 
off  fooner  than  ufual.  Mr.  Trye,  furgeon  to  the 
Gloucefter  Infirmary,  lias  given  fome  inflances  of 
peculiar  effects  of  Variolous  matter,  taken  at  a late 
period  of  the  Variolous  Puftule,  when  exficcation 
had  taken  place.  Ten  children  were  inoculated  with 
this  matter ; and  in  the  decline  of  the  difeafe,  two 
had  eryfipelas  about  the  incifions ; another  had 
abfceffes  in  the  cellular  fubftance  ; and  five  or  fix 
of  the  reft,  abfceffes  in  the  axillce.  Befides  the 
cafes  above  quoted,  Mr.  Earle  inoculated  three 
children  with  matter  procured  by  another  perfon. 
The  arms  inflamed ; fever  and  eruption  appeared, 
but  difappeared  in  two  days.  Thefe  he  inoculated 
again  with  matter  in  its  perfect  ftate,  and  they  re- 
ceived the  infe&ion  of  Small-Pox. 

Now,  will  Dr.  Woodville  affirm  that  thefe  cir* 
cumftantially  detailed  fails  are  undeferving  of  recep- 
tion or  attention?  Or  will  Dr.  Pearfon  employ  fo 
forced  a conclufion,  as  to  fay  concerning  thefe  what 
he  has  already  faid  of  the  effefts  of  degenerated 
Vaccine  Virus,  viz.  that  its  anomalous  effe&s  were 
owing  to  the  idiofyncrafy  of  the  individual  ? The 
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medical  critic  will  here  weigh  fact  againft  fadt,  and 
will  combine  the  probabilities  arifing  from  the  very 
obvious  analogies  here  illuftrated.  At  any  rate,  if 
the  comparifon  of  the  Vaccine  and  Variolous  fluids, 
when  of  advanced  ages,  does  not  apply  in  ftridt 
fimilarity,  yet  the  dodlrine,  as  it  applies  to  Vaccine 
Virus,  is  {hill  unrefuted,  and  is  fupported  by  opi- 
nions and  by  fadts  which  are  more  than  equal  in 
force  and  in  extent  to  the  oppoflng  ones. 

The  terra  Spurious  Cow-Pox  has  afforded  to  Dr. 
Pearfon  a copious  theme  of  criticifm,  both  verbal 
and  pathological.  The  quibbling  objedtions  of  the 
fpecial  pleader,  or  the  fplenetic  minutenefs  of  an 
invidious  commentator,  are  here  more  obfervable 
than  the  liberal  remarks  of  a man  of  fcience.  Dr.  P. 
fays,  “ the  terms  Spurious  Cow-Pox , to  my  concep- 
tion, either  convey  an  erroneous  notion,  or  have  no 
definitive  meaning  ; for  I am  unable  to  perceive  that 
they  mean  any  thing  but  a particular  and  fpecific 
difeafe,  or  elfe  they  mean  any  local  affedtion  what- 
ever produced  by  inoculating  animal  matter,  or 
other  fubftances,  or  by  the  mere  pundhire.”  Dr. 
P.  purfues  this  opinion  at  fome  length,  and  con- 
cludes by  imputing  incorredlnefs  and  abfurdity  to 
the  term ; whether  for  the  lake  of  exhibiting  philo- 
logical ikill,  or  for  the  purpofe  of  detedling  error, 
is  not  entirely  clear.  If  there  fubflft  a local  affec- 
tion uniform  and  definable,  refembling  Cow  Pox  in 
fome  of  its  charadters,  though  diflimilar  in  others  j 
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and  if  this  local  effect  be  the  occafional  refult  of  the 
application  of  Vaccine  Virus,  then  I conceive  fuch 
an  affe&ion,  by  the  ftrifteft  literal  rules,  to  be  fairly 
defcribed  by  the  term  Spurious  Cow-Pox.  It  is  at 
leaf!  as  corre&ly  juft  as  the  true  and  falfe  Aneurifm, 
or  many  other  medical  names.  But  it  is  to  me  in- 
credible, and  reflects  much  either  on  Dr.  Pearfon’s 
candour  or  his  experience,  that  poffefTmg  fo  extenfive 
a knowledge  of  the  Vaccina  as  he  aflumes,  he  fhould 
not  have  recognifed  and  admitted  this  regular  and 
occafional  deviation  from  the  accuftomed  character  of 
the  Vaccine  Puftule.  I have  feen  it  in  numerous  in- 
ftances,  and  have  never  known  an  inoculator  of 
obfervation,  but  who  has  accurately  taken  notice  of 
it.  That  I may  not  appear  to  entrench  inyfelf  in 
generalities,  I will  define  the  phenomena  of  the 
Spurious  Cow-Pox.  The  appearance  of  the  inocu- 
lated part  for  the  firft  three  days  is  as  ufual ; by  the 
5th  or  6th  a Puftule  is  formed,  containing  not  di- 
aphanous Virus,  but  yellow  purulent  fluid ; at 
this  time  a livid  and  unequal  rednefs  furrounds  the 
Puftule*  and  they  together  rapidly  difappear  long 
before  the  accuftomed  procefs  of  the  regular  Vaccine 
Puftule  terminates.  The  appearance  of  the  Spuri- 
ous Cow-Pock  does  not  refemble  any  other  puftu- 
lar  difeafe,  and  is  fo  fpecific,  that  an  accurate  draw- 
ing of  it  has  been  taken  by  Mr.  Cuff,  which  will 
convey  its  perfect  fimilitude.  It  certainly,  accord- 
ing to  every  information  I can  procure,  frequently 
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fucceeds  the  application  of  late  Virus,  but  is  capable 
of  being  produced  occafionally  by  Virus  of  any  age. 
To  what  purpofe  does  Dr.  P.  except  to  this  deferip- 
tive  appellation,  and  endeavour  to  fubftitute  a cir- 
cuitous and  unfatisfa&ory  definition.  He  mud,  or 
at  lead  he  ought  to,  know  the  occafional  exiftence  of 
this  deviation ; and  if  fo,  he  might  have  fupplied 
fome  term  which  he  deemed  more  literally  corret. 

Dr.  Jenner  has  defined  a Spurious  Cow-Pock, 
which  he  confiders  as  another  idiopathic  difeafe  of 
the  Cow.  By  communication  with  fome  practiti- 
oners of  Veterinarian  Medicine,  1 believe  that  fiich 
a difeafe  fubfifts,  and  that  it  has  fome  diagnoftie 
marks  which  diftinguilh  it  from  real  Cow-Pox.  The 
fubjed  merits  farther  inveftigation ; but  it  is  not 
relevant  to  the  queftion  of  the  occurrence  and  phe- 
nomena of  the  Spurious  Vaccina.  In  the  defeription 
of  this,  I have  no  fear  of  animadverfion  from  the 
impartial  obferver.  Dr.  Jenner,  in  fpeaking  of  Spu- 
rious Cow-Pox,  had  recourfe  to  it  to  account  for  the 
inflances  of  Small-Pox  following  natural  Cow-Pox. 
He  did  not  apply  this  ftridly  to  the  Spurious  Vac- 
cina ; and  whenever  the  term  is  ufed  in  reference 
to  this,  it  is  clearly  meant  to  refer  to  a definite  and 
regular,  though  incomplete  effeft,  produced  by  the 
inoculation  of  Vaccine  Virus.  In  his  comments  on 
the  name  and  the  meaning  of  this  affedion,  Dr.  P. 
has  merely  continued  the  general  features  and  ex- 
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cmplified  the  tendency  of  his  unjuft  and  unfparing 
fcries  of  depreciation. 

Oppofition  to  any  branch  or  part  of  a fyftem 
Hides  with  much  facility  into  averfion  to  the  whole. 
I believe  that  all  the  declamation  and  all  the  preju- 
dice employed  by  the  avowed  enemies  of  the  Cow- 
Pox  have  not  been  fo  inimical  to  its  character,  as  the 
pertinacious  differences  and  the  unlucky  experiments 
of  fome  of  its  friends.  Dr.  P.  is  fo  intent  on  dif- 
agrecment  with  every  opinion  on  the  fubjeCt  which 
emanates  from  Dr.  Jenner,  that  although  he  is  no- 
minally in  the  lilt  of  the  flrongefl  fupporters  of  Vac- 
cination, nay,  although  he  would  fain  appear  to  the 
world  as  little  lefs  than  its  author,  yet  he  will  not  al- 
low with  Dr.  Jenner,  “ that  the  adverfe  cafes  are 
finking  faff  into  contempt.”  The  man  who  defcribes 
himfelf  as  a thorough  believer  in  the  powers  of  the 
Vaccina,  and  who  at  the  fame  time  does  not  think 
the  adverfe  cafes  deferving  contempt,  muff  be  the 
moft  inconfiftent  of  reafoners.  Such  is  the  inevi- 
table tendency  of  perfonal  and  partial  views.  To 
fimilar  feelings  I refer  Dr,  P.’s  incredulity  concern- 
ing the  connexion  of  Cow-Pox  with  Greafe,  and 
his  complete  fuppreflion  of  the  faCts  on  this  point. 
Not  one  word  of  reference  is  made  to  authority  or 
to  experiments,  except  to  the  conjectures  of  Dr. 
Jenner,  as  given  in  his  “ Enquiry,’ * and  to  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  Coleman.  The  latter  gentleman 
l am  honoured  with  the  friendfhip  of,  and  from  my 
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intimate  knowledge  of  his  -lingular  and  almoll  un- 
paiciileled  talents  in  phyfioiogical  and  pathological 
refearch,  I am  confident  it  is  from  no  deficiency  of 
accuracy  or  of  ingenuity,  that  his  experiments  have 
exhibited  refults  differing  from  thofe  which  I lhall 
tpiote.  I may  be  excufed  in  taking  an  opportunity 
of  affording  here  the  tribute  of  perfonal  edcem,  and 
of  profeffional  admiration  which  I feel  towards  the 
Profcffoi  of  the  Veterinary  College.  In  genera! 
anatomical  icience,  and  in  rare  originality  of  genius, 
he  has,  in  my  opinion,  few  competitors;  and  they 
are  applied  with  all  the  force  of  powerful  judgment 
to  tne  objects  of  Ins  art.  In  the  cultivation  of 
thefe  he  has  in  a very  Ihort  period  made  advances 
which  would  hardly  be  credible,  except  from  the 
flowed  refults  of  lengthened  experience.  But  to  re- 
veit  to  the  fubjed ; it  was  certainly  incumbent  on 
Dr.  P.  when  treating  on  this  fubjed,  not  to  have 
fuppreffed  fads  in  favour  of  Dr.  j.’s  hypothefis, 
which  wrere  known  before  the  time  he  Wrote. 
Would  a reader  of  Dr.  P.’s  work  believe  that  ex- 
periments  the  mod  decifive,  in  edablilhmcnt  of  Dr. 
J.’s  opinion  of  the  origin  of  Cow-Pox  in  Greafe, 
had  been  made  and  promulgated?  If  Dr.  P.  refufed 
affent  to  their  conclufivenefs,  he  might  have  favoured 
us  with  his  reafons;  but  in  judice  to  his  own  repu- 
tation  for  information,  he  fhould  not  have  paffed 
them  “ fub  filentio  with  the  policy  or  impolicy  of 
making  known  fuch  a fad  in  refped  to  public  oph 
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nion,  the  philofophic  inveftigator  has  nothing  to  do. 
He  is  to  be  the  regifterof  truth.  For  the  information 
of  thofe  who  might  otherwise  draw  their  only  inflruc- 
tion  from  Dr.  P.’s  work,  I will  introduce  the  known 
evidence,  both  probable  and  dire£f,  on  this  part  of 
the  fubjea.  Dr.  P.  confiders  this  opinion  “ as  im- 
material whether  it  be  true  or  not,  with  refpedt  to 
the  praaice  of  Vaccine  Inoculation So  do  I think; 
but  in  other  relations,  and  efpecially  as  no  poffible 
faa  in  pathology  can  be  unworthy  of  our  know- 
ledge, I deem  it  by  no  means  immaterial.  Dr.  P. 
has  efteemed  it  fufhciently  material  to  induce  him 
to  communicate  garbled  and  incomplete  infoimation 
on  it.  He  obferves,  page  133,  “ the  author  (Dr  J.) 
gives  no  proof  by  inoculating  either  the  Cow  or 
the  human  fubjea  with  the  matter  of  Greafe. 
Even  the  circumftantial  evidence  offered,  I am  of 
opinion,  was  fo  little  fatisfadtory,  &c.  lo  minds 
of  different  perceptions  the  fame  objeas  will  ap- 
pear differently,  and  to  mine  this  circumftantial  evi- 
dence carried  with  it  a high  degree  of  probability; 
a probability  which  by  fucceeding  proof  has  attained 
to  certainty,  and  wrhich  is  the  belt  comment  on  the 
accuracy  of  Dr.  J.’s  early  conjeaure.  Does  not 
Dr.  P.  know  perfeaiy  that  Mr.  1 anner,  a veterinary 
furgeon,  has  inoculated  the  Cow  from  the  Greafe  of 
the" Horfe,  with  the  effea  of  producing  Cow-Pox. 
Mr.  Tanner’s  account  is  inferted  in  an  excellent 
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Pamphlet,*  publifhed  about  two  years  fince,  with 
the  contents  of  which  it  is  peculiarly  itnprobable 
Dr.  P.  (hould  be  unacquainted. 

Mr.  Ring,  in  his  able  Treatife  on  Cow-Pox,  gives 
this  mention  of  Mr.  Tanner’s  refults : — “Matter 
taken  from  a Cow  which  Mr.  Tanner  had  inocu- 
lated, and  fome  taken  from  the  Dairy-maid  who 
had  caught  the  infc&ion  from  the  Cow,  were  in- 
clofed  in  a letter  from  Mr.  Tanner  to  Dr.  Jenuer, 
which  is  now  in  my  poflefiion.  In  this  letter  he 
fays,  four  or  five  of  his  uncle’s  Cows  had  the  difeafe ; 
that  it  firfl  appeared  in  a Cow  which  he  had  inocu- 
lated from  the  heel  of  a Horfe,  and  was  thence 
communicated  to  the  man  who  milked  that  Cow, 
and  afterwards  to  the  other  Cows  and  two  other 
men  and  the  dairy-maid.” 

But  the  experiments  by  Dr.  Loy  f are  fiill  more 
convincing  in  accuracy  of  detail  and  completenefs  of 
refult.  For  their  circumftances  I muft  refer  to  his 
flatement,  and  will  only  relate,  that  Dr.  Loy  has 
inoculated  both  the  Cow  and  the  human  fubjeft 
with  matter  taken  from  the  heel  of  the  horfe, 
when  afL&ed  with  incipient  G’eafe.  That  the 
effeft  was  Cow-Pox  in  the  Cow,  and  a Puflule  re- 
fembling  remotely  the  Vaccina  in  the  human  fubjeft. 
This  alfo  produced  infufceptibility  to  Small-Pox. 


Comparative  View  of  Opinions,  &c. — 1800. 
t Experiments  by  Dr.  Loy. — 1801. 
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The  Cow-Pox  of  the  inoculated  Cow,  produced  the 
perfct 1 Vaccina  in  the  human  fubjeft,  and  confe- 
querq  infufccpribility  to  Small-Pox.  The  trials 
were  made  in  more  than  one  inffance.  Was  it  not 
a debt  due  to  candour  and  to  juffice,  that  Dr.  P. 
fhould  have  brought  forward  thcic  curious  and  con- 
vincing facts,  when  delivering  himfelf  on  the  fubjeft  ; 
or  ill  the  omiiiion  be  apologifed  for  by  faying, 
“ I :‘o  v . mean  to  enter  into  the  account  of  all  that  has 
been  fad  cn  this  point?”  Of  collateral  and  prefump- 
tiv  evidence  to  the  fame  point  much  might  be  given 
as  Dr.  J.’s  own,  and  that  of  Sir  Chriftopher  Pegge, 
ir  die  Medical  and  Phyfical  Journal,  if  fuch  could 
ad  ‘ ffrength  or  credibility. 

1 have  dwelt  on  this  theme  with  more  prolixity 
than  perhaps  may  feem  neceffary.  But  1 think  the 
moft  liberal  conftra&or  of  the  motives  of  human 
actions  would  not  hefitate  to  attribute  the  unbelief 
of  a faft  fo  demonftrated,  to  feelings  of  a perfonal 
kind  towards  Dr.  Jenner.  To  thofe  who  have 
fyftematically  differed  with  him,  and  who  at  laff  en- 
deavour, by  ftud'ious  and  perfevering  hoflility,  to 
denude  him  of  all  merit  or  honour,  it  muff  be  not 
a little  infupp  or  table  to  witnefs  the  full  confirmation 
of  his  theory  as  well  as  his  fafts.  It  is  the  very 
uncommon  lot  of  Dr.  Jenner  to  find  every  pofitioti 
which  he  primarily  laid  down  in  an  inveffigation  new 
and  extenfive,  and  which  he  has  fupported  with 
equal  energy  and  moderation  in  a perplexing  and 
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invidious  controvcrfy,  unequivocally  and  finally  ef- 
tabliffled.  It  is  at  this  very  conclufion  that  he  is 
aflailed  on  every  point  by  thofe,  who,  on  account  of 
the  dangers  into  which  they  plunged  the  infantile 
exigence  of  his  difcovery,  (liould  be  the  mofl  eager 
to  offer  him  the  magnanimous  tribute  of  candid  praife. 
Amidfl  the  imputed  errors  of  Dr.  Jenner’s,  which 

Dr.  P.  claims  the  merit  of  redreffing,  is  Dr.  J.’s 

. / 

propofition  “ that  thofe  who  have  had  the  Small- 
Pox,  are  commonly  again  and  again  fufceptihle  of 
Cow-Pox.”*  Dr.  Jenner  has  fince  qualified  this  opi- 
nion, by  admitting  that  they  are  only  fufceptible 
once  of  the  conftitutional  effect  of  Cow-Pox,  and 
afterwards  of  its  local  operation  only.  Dr.  P. 
in  order  to  affix  as  much  as  pofiible  importance  to 

this  part  of  the  laws  of  Cow-Pox,  affirms  that  “ the 

% 

clamour  againft  the  propofal  of  ihe  new  Inoculation 
was  partly  on  account  of  the  apprehenfions,  that 
perfons  who  had  already  gone  through  the  Small- 
Pox,  would  be  in  a worfe  (late  of  fociety  by  the  in- 
troduction of  a new  infection.”  How  luch  a fear 
could  for  a fingle  moment  exift,  or  if  exifting,  why 
it  muff  not  immediately  have  been  quaffied  by  the 
obvious  demonltration  that  the  Cow-Pox  was  not 
contagious  by  contact  or  effluvia,  I am  at  a lofs  to 
comprehend.  The  error,  if  fuch,  and  if  done  away 
by  Dr.  P.  would  be,  in  my  opinion,  no  high  acquifi. 
tion  to  his  merits  in  the  fervice,  or  the  credit  of  the 


* Vide  Appendix. 
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Cow-Pox ; but  I am  not  inclined  to  grant,  tliat  the 
error  of  fuch  is  expofed  by  Dr.  P.’s  reafoning  or 
his  experiments. 

Againfl  the  feven  experiments  of  Dr.  Pearfon, 
on  perfons  who  had  undergone  the  Small-Pox,  (the 
firfl  with  dried  matter,  of  which  the  effeff  is  notori- 
oufly  uncertain)  I will  oppofe  Mr.  Fewfier’s  as  a 
pofitive  fa£l,  which  fhould  have  more  weight  than 
many  negative  ones.  I will  alfo  adduce  the  general 
tradition  where  the  Cow-Pox  has  exilled,  and  which 
is  difperfed  through  the  obfervations  of  many  en- 
quirers, that  the  local  Cow-Pox  may  occur  again 
and  again.  In  page  138,  Dr.  P.  obferves  with  re- 
fpe£l  to  this  opinion,  that  “ the  apparent  and  almoft 
mathematical  demonflration  of  the  impolhbility  of 
its  being  true  has  been  attempted  to  be  fhewn.” 
In  page  68,  to  which  we  are  referred  for  this  de- 
monflration, we  are  told,  “ I do  not  mean  to  ofFer 
this  demonflration  as  infallible  like  mathemati- 
cal.” Either  the  demonflration  approaches  to  ma- 
thematical certainty,  or  it  does  not ; and  after  we 
are  told  by  Dr.P.  that  it  is  almoft  “mathematical 
demonflration  we  then  find  he  does  not  offer  it 
at  all  as  fuch.  His  chain  of  reafoning  on  the  fub- 
je&  is  built  on  a poflulate,  viz.  “ if  the  variolous 
poifon  deflroys  the  fufeeptibility  of  the  conflitution 
to  the  future  agency  of  the  Vaccine  poifon.”  Thefe 
are  the  grounds  on  which  Dr.  P.  pretends  to  the 
correffion  of  what  he  calls  an  error  of  great  ira- 
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port,  and  of  mifchievous  operation  in  Dr.  Jenner’s 
firft  communications.  For  the  revifion  of  this  fup- 
pofed  error,  Dr.  P.  alfo  makes  a confpicuous  item 
in  the  general  debt  of  the  Vaccina  to  his  fupport* 
If  I may  propofe  my  own  conclufions  on  this  point, 
it  is  that  we  are  not  in  poflcffion  of  a fufficient  num- 
ber of  experimental  fa<fts  to  decide  it  conclufively, 
but  that  I think  the  weight  of  evidence  and  of  opi- 
nion is  in  fupport  of  the  affirmative  fuppofition- 
In  the  fulfilment  of  this  talk,  which  I felt  impofed- 
on  me  by  my  interefl  in  the  caufe  which  conftitutes 
its  fubjeft,  by  private  as  well  as  public  refpeft  for 
calumniated  genius,  and  by  my  wiffi  to  defend  opi- 
nions of  my  own,  I have  not  propofed  an  analytical 
furvey  of  Dr.  P.’s  entire  fentiments.  As  I have  no 
reafon  to  indulge  an  expectation  that  his  own  zeal- 
ous endeavours,  or  thofe  of  his  re-echoing  critics, 
will  ceafe  to  affail  the  invulnerable  fortrefs  of  Dr.  J.’s 
reputation  ; I doubt  not  but  fome  other  and  feme 
more  capable  hand  will  fupply  my  defe<ft  of  plan. 
I have  aimed,  in  a principal  degree,  to  exprefs  my 
fenfe  of  what  I efteem  important  errors  of  patholo- 
gical doCtrine;  and  by  demonftrating  their  tendency, 
to  difprove  the  claims,  which  even  under  their  ex- 
igence have  been  formed  for.  the  entire  annihilation 

j ... 

of  juft  defert. 

After  a feries  of  reafoning,  which  to  my  perufal 
has  feemed  fo  diftufe,  fo  defultory,  and  fo  disjoined, 
as  to  produce  fome  fenfations  of  fatigue  in  the  col- 
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lation  of  its  fcattered  parts,  we  are  at  Iaft  prefented 
(page  159)  with  a fummary  of  Dr.  P.’s  opinionsi; 
that  is,  with  a formal  indi&ment  of  Dr.  Jenner.  It 
is  here  that  we  arrive  at  the  extent  of  Dr.  P/s 
accufatjons,  and  that  we  perceive  the  genuine  colour 
of  his  meaning.  In  former  paffages  of  Dr.  P/s  ex-* 
animation,  we  might  fometimes  have  caught  a reluc- 
tant, an  affumed,  or  an  extorted  admiflion  towards 
Dr.  Jenner.  Some  decency  of  oftenfible  candour 
was  preferved,  and  the  full  allowance  of  detra&ion 
was  diminifhed  by  fome  barren  fcraps  of  praife. 
But  in  the  propofitions  which  include  the  amount  of 
Dr.  P/s  arguments,  every  iota  of  credit  or  of  allow- 
ance to  Dr.  J.  is  excluded.  I had  no  doubt,  from 
the  interpretation  which  the  very  firfl  pages  of  Dr. 
P/s  book  carried  with  them  to  my  underftanding, 
that  however  he  might  “ have  damned  ’with  faint 
praife”  in  the  outfet,  yet  that  its  progrefs  would 
refcind  the  affe&ed  tribute. 

As  Dr.  P.  advances,  we  fee  lefs  and  lefs  of  the 
qualified  admifiions  which  he  fet  out  with  granting; 
and  at  lafl  he  appears  more  in  the  character  of  a 
forenfick  advocate  againfl:  a culprit,  than  as  a criti- 
cal inveftigator.  Had  his  hired  '‘occupation  been 
to  impeach  Dr.  J.  for  impofition  in  a fcheme  to 
fwindle  fociety  out  of  their  health,  he  could  not 
more  faithfully  have  laboured  in  the  talk  of  inculpa- 
tion. Any  fpecific  reply  to  the  propofitions  of  Dr.  P. 
is  anticipated  by  the  preceding  parts  of  thefe  obfer- 
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vations ; at  lead  I hope  it  is  anticipated  in  that  de- 
gree, to  which  alone  I conceive  it  can  be  deemed 
incumbent  on  the  warmed  vindicator  of  oppofite 
opinions  to  notice  them.  To  Dr.  P/s  repeated 
affirmations,  that  the  Vaccina  would  at  this  hour 
have  been  unknown  in  practice,  but  for  his  fubfi- 
diary  aid,  I cannot  refufe  a little  more  attention. 
The  temerity  of  this  challenge  to  all  thofe  who 
know  better,  adoniffies  me.  Of  the  bottomlefs  con- 
fidence of  Dr.  P.’s  declarations,  we  have  already 
feen  a fpecimen  in  his  introduction  of  Mr.  Nadi’s 
podhumous  manufcripts.  His  affertions  concern- 
ing the  dependence  of  the  Vaccina  on  his  fodering 
care  are  equally  unfounded  and  gratuitous ; and  it 
would  be  a fufficient  acquittal,  if  Dr.  P.  were  to 
ftand  excufed  of  conduct  calculated  or  at  lead  di- 
reCtly  tending  to  its  extinction.  The  information  of 
its  difcoverer  had  placed  the  fubjeCt  in  the  faireft 
path  of  profecution,  and  we  have  actually  feen, 
from  the  depofitions  before  the  Committee  of  the 
Houfe  of  Commons,  that  it  has  been  the  parent 
dock  of  the  mod  fuccefsful  and  extenfive  multiplica- 
tions. In  Great-Britain  and  Ireland,  in  the  different 
countries  of  Europe,  down  to  the  Italian  States,  even 
in  the  fouthern  ffiores  of  the  Mediteranian,  and 
in  the  whole  Continent  of  America,  it  has  been  propa- 
gated in  fome  exclufively,  and  in  all  principally,  by 
Dr.  Jenner’s  opinions  and  communications.  From 
the  primary  experiments  of  Dr.  Jenner  in  1798,  a 
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continued  feries  of  practices  have  been  indituted, 
which  exid  to  the  prefent  day.  The  matter  firft 
diffufed  by  him  is  dill  exiding  through  the  medium 
ofthoufands.;  and  the  refults  ot  its  application  have 
been  uncontaminated  by  erroneous  praftices,  or  by 
theories  invented  for  their  judification.  Dr.  P.  has 
given  at  fome  length  the  proceedings  between  him- 
felf  and  the  inoculations  in  France.  He  has  alfo 
claimed  the  reputation  of  introducing  the  Vaccina, 
through  the  means  of  Mr.  Keate,  into  the  army  and 
navy.  Let  it  all  be  granted,  and  what  is  the 
e<  honour  due  .?,>  Subordinate  agency^  and  fubfidiary 
afjiftance — -undoubtedly  laudable  in  itfelf  and  ufeful 
writs' effe&s,  but  of  which  the  motives,  as  far  as  we 
can  perceive  them,  are  pot  entitled  to  the  merits  of 
pure  or  difintereded  zeal.  Had  thefe  proceedings 

been  carried  on  with  fome  confideration  of,  or  refe- 
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rence  to,  the  jud  part  which  the  difcoverer  had  a 
right  mod  confpicuoufly  to  take  in  them,  we  might  • 
have  attributed  to  Dr.  P.  the  mod  indepcndert  and 
the  mod  deferving  intentions.  But,  connected  as 
thefe  tranfa&iotis  are  with  the  oblivion  even  of  Dr. 
Jenner’s  name,  with  an  indecent  contempt  of  his 
participation,  and  with  an  affectation  of  original  au- 
thority, I think  they  are  on  the  whole  deferving  of 
far  different  appellations.  At  any  rate  the  fervices 
are  fuch  as  Dr.  Jenner  could  and  would  have  pre- 
ferably-executed. If  Dr.  Pear  folds  agency  or  his 
new  opinions  in  Vaccine  Inoculation  weie  looked  up 
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to  by  the  Navy  as  leading  and  important,  how  comes 
it  that  no  public  attention  has  been  given  him  ? 
Whilft  the  Phyfician  of  the  Fleet,  and  the  Surgeons 
of  the  Navy,  have  awarded  a fplendid  memorial  of 
their  fentiments  to  Dr.  Jenner.  It  is  not  merely  from 
the  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  thatDr.P. 
is  defpoilcd  offecondary  honour.  Here  it  is  thar  we 
penetrate  a little  into  the  poffible  fources  of  Dr.  P.’s 
ftudious  efforts  towards  the  fubverfion  of  Dr.  J.’s 
claims  to  originality,  to  fcientific  corre&nefs,  and 
to  honourable  reward.  The  laborious  inveftigations, 
and  the  arduous  efforts  of  Dr.  P.  to  this  end,  indi- 
cate no  weak  or  common  motive.  I verily  believe, 
and  from  a comparifon  of  Dr.  P.’s  conduft,  his 
writings,  and  his  evidence,  I think  every  impartial 
obferver  of  human  nature  would  concur  with  me  in 
the  conclufion,  that  had  the  petition  of  Dr.  J.  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons  included  a 
portion  of  requifition  in  favour  of  Dr.  P. ; or  had 
Dr.  P.  himfelf  been  permitted  to  ufurp  the  claim 
entirely,  we  fhould  have  heard  nothing  of  inocu- 
lations previous  to  Dr.  Jenner’s,  or  of  his  patholo- 
gical deficiencies. 

« 

The  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  and 
the  Honourable  Houfe  itfelf  have  adjudicated  Dr.  J.’s 
claims  in  a way  which,  whether  or  not  it  may  be 
proportionate  to  the  fenfe  which  the  mod  ardent 
friends  of  him  and  his  difcovery  entertain,  is  never- 
thelefs  demonflrative  of  their  convi&ion.  I cannot 
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but  confider  Dr.  P.*s  conlfruftion  of  the  nature  of 
this  court  of  decifion  as  a libel  on  its  fun  ft  ions. 
They  are  appointed  by  the  Houfe  of  Commons  to 
report  on  the  whole  cafe  of  a petitioner.  That,  in 
the  bufmefs  of  our  prefent  confideration,  this  duty 
was  executed  with  vigorous  impartiality,  and  with 
induftrious  and  enquiring  zeal,  no  obferver  of  their 
minutes  can  deny.  Evidence  both  pofitive  and  ne- 
gative was  fcrutinifed  with  penetrating  affiduity. 
The  nature  of  the  fafts  were  fuch  as  to  lie  within 
the  fphere  of  unprofeffional  capacity.  It  was,  as 
before  the  Committee,  merely  a queftion  of  the 
force  of  teftimony,  and  the  probability  of  faft.  The 
very  conduft  of  the  Committee  is  a refutation  of 
Dr  P.’s  obfervation  ; but  the  approver  of  their  ge- 
neral decifion  is  not  compelled  to  fupport  Dr.  Jenner 
on  the  grounds  of  their  Report.  If  they  thought 
right  to  regard  Dr.  J.  only  as  “ the  difcoverer  of  the 
Vaccine  Inoculation  of  one  human  fubjeft  from  ano- 
ther,” I do  not  arraign  their  limitation,  but  I do  not 
therefore  acquiefce  in  it.  To  me  it  is  irrefragably 
certain,  that  Dr.  J.  is  the  only  proved  and  authenti- 
cated praftifer  of  Vaccine  Inoculation  j that  he  was 
an  origmal,  independent,  and  unaffifted  experimen- 
ter in  it,  and  as  fuch  has  appeared  to  the  world. 
I have  alfo,  I truft,  made  out  that  he  alone  has  ade- 
quately and  efficiently  informed  fociety  of  the  means 
of  pra1  tf'.'g  his  difcovery;  that  his  merits  have  been 
greatly  tranfcendent,  and  his  correftnefs  unimpeach- 
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able.  The  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons, 
and  the  Houfe  itfelf,  have,  in  my  opinion,  done  well 
in  deciding  on  the  high  utility  of  Vaccine  Inoculation. 
Much  as  I revere  the  deferts  of  Dr.  Jenner,  I efteem 
the  force  and  the  influence  of  the  Committee’s  Re- 
port as  a paramount  confideration  to  any  perfonal 
one ; had  the  perfonal  part  been  more  amply  allot- 
ted, my  gratification  would  have  been  unalloyed. 
I mud  exprefs  a hope,  that  the  fame  Houfe  which  has 
voted  approbation  and  reward  to  Dr.  Jenner’s  dis- 
covery, will  purfue  the  principle  which  this  refolu. 
tion  involves ; and  that  they  will  prevent,  by  law, 
the  murderous  diffufion  of  a difeafe  which  daily 
thins  the  inhabitants  of  the  country  over  which  they 
legiflate  and  prefide.  In  fo  doing  they  will  become 
the  guardians  of  that  mod  effentially  condiment  part 
of  the  public  welfare — public  health. 

Were  I again  to  endeavour  to  illudrate  my  fenfe 
of  the  obligation  which  the  Vaccina  exids  under  to- 
wards Dr.  P.  I think  that  the  form  of  a mercantile 
account  would  afford  a tolerably  perfpicuous  method 
of  datement  and  elucidation,  as  thus : 

Vaccina  Debtor  to  Dr.  Pearson. 

For  writing  a Book  on  the  fubjett,  when  its  Au- 
thor had  faid  enough  before. 

For  circulating  the  Vaccina  where  it  might  have 
gone  by  any  other  means. 
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Vaccina  Creditor. 

For  proving  at  one  time  that  it  was  little  better 
than  Small-Pox. 

For  Hating  that  opinions  adverfe'to  it  t£  were  not 
falling  into  contempt 

For  fending  it  abroad  in  the  company  of  the  ene- 
my, with  whom  it  was  at  war. 

For  exhibiting  it  in  a lhape  which  its  neareft 
friends  could  not  recognife,  or  (in  the  language 
of  a pafiage  in  Mr.  Sheridan’s  Critic ) “ fer- 
ving  it,  as  Gypfies  do  flolen  children— ^disfigur- 
ing them,  to  make  them  pafs  for  their  own” 

,t  > t:  ' ■ * ••  r:  : 

Dr.  P.  has  deprecated  in  his  adverfaries  all  in- 
temperance in  reply  to  him.  If  by  the  prefervation 
of  temper  he  means  the  abfence  of  inveflive  or  of 
virulence,  I hope  I have  fulfilled  his  conditions. 
But  the  force  of  ftri&nefs  and  the  feverity  of  com- 
ment may  exift  in  their  fullelt  degree,  unaccompa- 
nied by  either  ; and  if  fuch  are  mine,  I fhall  not 
.apologize  for  them  ; they  will  arife  out  of  the  na- 
ture of  the  fubjeft,  and  the  feelings  of  its  commen- 
tator : where  the  latter  are  powerfully  enkindled, 
the  extent  of  expreffion  mull  either  be  commen- 
furate  or  be  fupprcfied.  I have,  as  far  as  my  powers 
extend,  preferred  the  former ; and  though  I have 
before  hinted  at  the  reafons  which  induced  me  to 
the  formation  of  this  attempt,  I will  repeat  that  the 
defence  of  fome  doflrines  which  I elteem  as  funda- 
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mentally  important  in  the  pra&ice  of  Vaccine  Ino- 
culation, have  concurred  with  an  anxious  dcfire  to 
proclaim  my  fenfe  of  the  injuftice  inflicted  on  its 
author.  Should  my  arguments  or  my  fa&s  have 
any  fhare  in  the  direction  to  right  opinions  concern- 
ing the  one,'  as  the  welfare  of  numbers  are  in  this 
refpeil  dependent  on  our  correiinefs,  1 {hall  rejoice 
in  their  feeblefl  influence,  even  more  than  in  a fuc- 
cefsful  defence  of  the  perfon  whom  I confider  as  one 
of  the  firft;  and  greatefl  benefailors  of  his  fpecies. 


IF  I have  felt  a wifh  to  endeavour  at  the  refuta- 
tion and  the  expofition  of  Ur.  Pearfun’s  “ Exami- 
nation,” my  inducement  is,  I confefs,  ff ill  greater  to 
animadvert  on  the  literary  fupport  and  the  confenta- 
neous  feelings  towards  his  caufe,  which  are  exhibited 
in  the  Medical  and  Chirurgical  and  the  Critical  Re- 
views. The  former  in  its  number  for  November,  and 
the  latter  in  that  of  Oilober  lad,  have  inferted  cri- 
tiques or  rhther  eulogiums  on  Dr.  P.’s  work.  Their 
coincidence  with  the  Doclor’s  doitrines,  their  ac- 
quiefcence  in  his  concliifions,  and  their  adminiflration 
to  his  eager  ambition  of  Vaccine  reputation,  is  fo 
zealous  and  fo  peculiar,  that  I cannot  but  congratu- 
late him  on  a degree  of  fupport,  which,  I am  confi- 
dent, he  will  no  where  elfe  enjoy.  With  the  effeils 
of  enkindling  the  refentment  of  thefe  direilors  of  the 
public  tafte,  I am  not  unacquainted.  As  a vulgar 
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limile  is  moft  appofite  to  my  meaning,  I muft  apply 
it  here,  and  obferve  that  I fhould  expeft  iq  the  con- 
flict with  a fcavenger  to  be  overwhelmed  with  his 
dirt.  The  felf-conftituted  judges  of  fcience  and  li- 
terature poffefs  an  influence  nearly  unlimited  over 
general  opinion  ; an  influence  which  capacities  and 
qualifications  the  moftperfecft,  in  union  with  the  moft 
incorruptible  integrity,  and  the  moft  unchangeable 
partiality,  could  alone  vindicate.  I have  to  learn 
that  thefe  are  the  rare  endowments  of  the  Critics 
with  whom  I do  not  hefitate  to  differ,  and  whofe 
decifions  I do  not  dread  to  appeal  from.  The  gene- 
ral advantages  of  public  and  anonymous  criticifm, 
as  now  conduced,  would  afford  a theme  of  difcuf- 
fion  exceeding  equally  my  talents  and  my  defign.  It 
is  with  the  application  of  this  formidable  engine  of 
condemnation  or  of  applaufe  to  the  fubjeCi  before 
me  that  I have  concern,  and  here  it  (hall  receive  the 
moft  unreferved  freedom  of  remark.  “ Laudari  a 
laudato  viro  ” is  the  faireft  fubjeft  of  exultation  ; 
and  the  converfe  of  this  propofition  is  equally  a juft 
theme  of  indifference. 

The  account  given  us  by  the  Editors  of  the  Me- 
dical and  Chirurgical  Review  is  made  up  in  the 
proportion  of  four-fifths  of  a tranfcript  of  Dr.  P.’s 
Examination ; the  remainder  is  an  unqualified  and 
undeviating  panegyric  on  Dr.  Pearfon,  and  a trite, 
feeble,  and  contemptible  tiflue  of  depreciation  of  Dr. 
Tenner.  I do  not  fay  that  Dr.  P.  has  here  fulfilled 
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the  joint  occupations  of  author  and  reviewer ; but  l 
am  fure  that  if  he  had  patted  fentence  on  himfeif,  he 
could  not  have  befpoken  a more  favourable  one.  The 
oblervations  are  fo  thoroughly  a reflexion  of  his  own 
opinions,  that  we  ma)  hail  the  happy  coincidence 
between  him  and  his  critic.  For  form's  lake  it 
might  have  been  well  to  interfperfe  a trivial  alloy 
of  fiditious  cenfure;  and  it  would  have  been  flill  bet- 
ter to  have  given  weight  to  maukilh  adulation,  by 
the  demonflration  of  fome  knowledge  of  its  fubjeft. 

A little  will,  I trufl,  be  neceflary  on  the  obferva- 
tions,  which  however  fparingly  introduced  amongfl: 
the  quotations  from  Dr.  P.'s  work,  partake  directly 
of  its  fpirit.  It  is  faid,  “ that  the  particular  fa£te  in 
regard  to  its  origin,  progrefs,  and  full  inveftigation, 
are  very  imperfe<flly  known  to  the  public  at  large, 
and  we  believe  even  to  them  embers  of  the  medical 
profeflion.”  I will  vencure  to  fay,  that  the  author 
is  thoroughly  unacquainted  with  the  flate  of  the  pub- 
lic mind  on  this  topic,  or  after  Dr.  Jenner’s  own 
account  of  the  origin  of  the  Vaccine  Inoculation, 
after  the  numerous  treatifes  which  have  ittued  from 
the  prefs  on  the  fubjett  ; and  efpecially  after  the 
Report  of  the  Committee  of  theHoufe  of  Commons; 
he  would  never  have  committed  fo  improbable  an 
opinion.  The  tendency  of  this  is  however  clearly 
to  preface  the  aflerted  expediency  of  Dr.  P.’s  Eflay. 

Page  237,  the  Reviewer-  obferves,  “ That  at  the 
time  of  Dr.  J.’s  firtt  publication,  he  (Dr.  J.)  was  fo 
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far  from  having  difcovered  the  principal  laws  of  the 
Vaccine  difeafe,  that  he  was  not  even  acquainted 
with  its  character iflic  trait's.”  For  the  reply  to  this 
unwarrantable  aflfertion,  I can  do  no  more  than  re- 
fer to  the  preceding  part  of  this  work  where  it  is 
confidered  ; and  on  thofe  arguments  I accufe  the 
Reviewer  with  palpable  ignorance  or  voluntary  mif- 
reprefentation. 

Page  239,  The  Reviewer  employs  the  invidious 
and  impertinent  term  of  “ followers,”  to  thofe  who 
are  in  concurrence  with  Dr.  j.  The  “ followers  ” 
of  Dr.  J.  are  the  convinced  admirers  of  the  truth, 
the  ingenuity,  and  the  eftablilhed  corre&nefs  of  his 
opinions ; amongft  them  are  ranked  the  firft  and  the 
higheft  ornaments  of  medical  fcience;  and  they  are 
equally  remote  from  the  influence  of  the  denunciati- 
ons or  the  encomiums  of  Dr.  P.’s  literary  fupporters. 

Page  243,  “ The  fuppofed  origin  of  the  Cow- 
Pock  in  the  Greofe  of  Horfes”  is  dire£tly  charged 
as  an  error.  For  the  utter  defett  of  information 
which  this  remark  manifefls,  I mull  again  entreat 
a reference  to  the  preceding  pages. 

Page  247,  The  Reviewer,  not  fatisfied  with  re- 
aflferting  Dr.  P.’s  arguments,  and  enforcing  to  the 
bed  of  his  capability,  and  to  the  fulled  extent,  Dr. 
P.’s  requifitions,  goes  even  into  an  approbation  of 
the  uncharafteriftic  and  inelegant  plate  which  is  pre- 
fixed to  his  book  : “An  engraved  coloured  plate  is 
given,  reprefenting  the  appearances  of  the  Cow- 


I 


L 77  ] 

Pock  and  Variolous  Puftule,  in  their  different  and 
refpe&ive  ftages,and  where  the  two  are  fo  wreli  con- 
trafted,  that  a flight  infpe&ion  mull;  enable  any  one 
to  acquire  an  adequate  knowledge  of  each.”  Why 
it  was  neceffary  to  give  Dr.  P.  credit  for  the  fidelity 
and  beauty  of  his  engraving,  as  well  as  for  his  other 
claims,  I cannot  conceive.  But  to  thofe  who  have 
feen  fupetior  delineations  of  this  flrikingly  charac- 
terifed  difeafe,  the  account  will  appear  as  abfurd 
and  as  taflelefs  as  if  the  admiration  had  been  applied 
to  the  vignette  of  a ballad,  or  child’s  (lory  book. 

From  the  imbecile  ftridtures  of  the  Medical  and 
Chirurgica!  Review,  I turn  with  different  feelings  to 
the  fevereiy  perfonal  and  inimical  comments  of  the 
Critical.  I have  for  fome  time  followed  the  medical 
criticifmsof  this  publication,  andean  point  out  fome 
inftances,  in  my  opinion,  nearly  parallel  in  point  of 
mifreprefentation,  prejudice,  andiinjuilice.*  It  com- 
mences with  deprecating  the  fpirit  of  party  in  feien- 
tific  queflions  ; a prepoffeffing  prelude  to  a criticifm 
which  breathes  throughout  its  moll  eager  fpirit.  If 
the  imputation  of  party  be  directed  towards  the 
friends  of  Dr.  Jenner,  the  charge  may  be  retorted. 
“ Mutato  nomine  de  te fabula  narratur.”  Does  the 
charge  of  party  combination  apply  with  ftri&efl:  pro- 
bability to  two  or  three  individuals  maintaining  pre- 
cifcly  the  fame  opinions  and  purfuing  the  fame  ends; 


* See  the  account  of  Dr.  Tarry’s  Treatifc  on  Angina  Pectoris. 
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or  to  numerous,  refpe&able,  and  unconnected  au- 
thorities, concurring  generally  in  fentiment,  but 
manifefting  no  combined  view?  That  the  latter  de- 
finition applies  to  the  friends  of  Dr.  Jenner,  I need 
fcarcely  explain.  The  Reviewer  after,  adverting  to 
the  parliamentary  decifion  and  remuneration,  ob- 
ferves,  “a  more  minute  difcrimination  might  have 
avoided  a few  objections  which  malice  or  prejudice 
may  now  raife.  I concur  with  him,  that  after  an  in- 
vefligation  the  mofl  ample,  the  molt  protracted,  and 
the  moil  rigorous,  it  muil  be  the  attribute  of  ma- 
lice or  prejudice  alone  to  form  objections.  The  perfon 
who  has  ever  read  the  Report  of  the  Committee,  and 
who  afks  for  more  minute  inveftigation,  muil  pofiefs 
an  underilanding  infatiable  in  the  exaCtion  of  proof. 

The  Reviewer  obferves,  “ our  remarks,  however, 
will  only  be  valuable  as  they  are  fupported  by  faCts 
and  arguments.”  On  no  other  ground  would  I join 
iiTue  with  him;  and  in  fo  doing,  it  is  with  the  full 
freedom  of  remark  and  the  perfcCt  equality  of  feel- 
ing which  I fhould  entertain  towards  any  other  in- 
dividual : He  fays,  “ it  was  a well-known  faCt  in 
many  counties,  that  when  perfons  had  been  infeCt- 
ed  by  milking  a cow  with  rhefe  peculiar  eruptions, 
they  were  incapable  of  receiving  the  infection  of 
Small- Pox.  Where  then  is  the  o MnCtion?  The 
conlfimtion  can  receive  it  from  touching  the  fores, 
and  may  of  courfe  receive  it  by  infertiug  the  matter 
under  the  fkin.  To  call  tins  a difcovery,  is  a 
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mockery,  an  abufe  of  words.”  In  this  fhameful  and 
1llib^ral  denial  of  merit,  the  Reviewer  outftrips  even 
the  opinions  of  his  author.  Dr.  P.  has  conftantly 
allowed  the  Vaccine  Inoculation  to  be  a difcovery , 
though  he  has  refuled,  in  its  fulled:  fenfe,  to  Dr.  J. 
the  title  of  its  difcoverer.  Is  it  neceflary  for  me  to 
explain,  or  to  infid:  on  a truth  fo  obvious,  as  that, 
whatever  pathological  analogy  might  infer,  the  de- 
mondration  by  attual  experiment  of  the  phenomena 
and  effefts  of  its  Inoculation,  the  important  obferva- 
tion  that  its  properties  were  not  leflfened  by  tranfmif- 
fion,  and  above  all  the  detection  of  its  anomalies, 
conftitute,  to  all  intents  and  purpofes,  a difcovery ; 
a fpirit  the  mod:  adverfc  to  liberal  allowance  could 
alone  conted:  it.  It  matters  not  how  clofe  the  pre- 
ceding (late  of  knowledge  bore  upon  the  experiment; 
it  had  not  been  previoufly  made,  at  lead:  to  Dr.  J.’s 
knowledge.  Numerous  difcoveries  have  been 
brought  to  the  very  borders  of  their  developement, 
long  before  they  were  hit  on.  Mod:  of  the  fa&s  in 
chemiflry,  entitled  difcoveries,  were  preceded  by 
former  ones,  which  left  barely  room  to  advance 
without  dete&ing  them.  Had  our  Englifli  philofo- 
phers  employed  an  envelope  of  fufficient  fpecific 
lightnefs,  they  would  have  been  the  difcoverers  of 
aeroftation.  So  it  was  with  Dr.  Jenner,  he  went 
forward  a fingle  ftep,  but  this  was  the  neceflary  ad- 
vance, and  in  it  confifted  flriftly  and  legitimately  the 
facl  of  difcovery. 
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In  the  order  of  fuccefTive  defamation,  we  are  next 
told  that  Dr.  Jenner’s  claim  for  remuneration  on 
the  fcore  of  the  lofs  of  his  pra&ice,  and  for  his  hav- 
ing difintereftedly  declined  to  condudt  Vaccine  Ino- 
culation as  a fecret,  are  weak  allegations.  The 

previous  fituation  and  the  perfonal  chara&er  of  Dr.. 

* ‘ • 

Jenner  are  known  to  the  firil  of  our  profeffional 
ornaments.  With  a late  and  great  aiftinguifhed 
phyfiologid,  (Mr.  Hunter)  who  has  more  than  any 
other  individual  extended  our  knowledge  of  anima- 
ted nature.  Dr.  Jenner  lived  in  mutual  intimacy  and 
in  exalted  eftimation.  Living  charafters  of  emi- 
nence, the  mod:  competent  to  decide,  have  given 
their  teftimony  of  what  Dr.  Jenner  has  facrificed  in 
point  of  fortune  to  his  liberal  and  undifguifed  com- 
munication. After  this,  an  anonymous  doer  of 
medical  criticifm,  whofe  name,  for  aught  we  know, 
may  be  unknown  in  the  paths  of  fcience,  or  the  line 
of  profeflkmal  honour,  has  the  audacity  to  impeach 
their  authorities.  He  fays,  that  the  application  of 
the  faff,  “ every  medical  man  muff  fee,  would  con- 
fume  but  a very  moderate  portion  of  time.  No  ta- 
lents but  eye-fight,  no  mental  exertion  but  common 
attention.”  The  man  who  endeavours  to  prove  too 
much,  is  as  remote  from  fuccefsful  evidence,  as  he 
who  proves  nothing.  How  happened  it  that  the 
very  low  degree  of  faculty-  which  the  Reviewer  wrould 
perfuade  us  that  this  inveiiigation  required,  left  it 
unattempted  for  a feries  of  ages,  in  fpite  of  the  ob- 
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vious  exiftence  of  the  fa<fh  Will  he  fay,  that  the 
fubjeft  was  not  environed  with  difficulties,  w en 
Dr.  J.  firft  dire&ed  his  attention  to  it,  and  that  they 
have  not  been  folved  by  his  ingenuity?  Were  the 
caufes  of  apparent  denial  and  exception  to  the  gene- 
ral rule  no  impediments?  But  if  the  inveftigation, 
according  to  this  Reviewer,  was  fo  trite  and  fo  un- 
meritorious  in  the  hands  of  him  who  has  conducted 
it  with  accuracy  and  with  felicity  of  refult,  why  does 
his  venal  partiality  attribute  honour  and  ingenuity 
to  Dts.  Pearfon  and  Woodville,  who  have  incontro- 
vertibly  erred  in  this  fimple  procefs?  With  the  ma- 
lignant fneer  of  ironical  injuftice,  the  Reviewer  fays, 
in  allufion  to  Dr.  J.’s  coming  to  London  on  his  dif- 
covery  of  Vaccine  Inoculation,  “ He  might  as  well 
have  done  fo  on  the  publication  of  his  paper  on  the 
natural  hidory  of  the  Cuckoo,  and  expe&ed  a na- 
tional remuneration.”  It  is  indeed  a refinement  in 
invidious  cenfure,  when  a man’s  own  deferts  are  fet 
up  as  a dandard  of  his  humiliation.  Dr.  J.’s  effay 
on  the  natural  hidory  of  the  Cuckoo  is,  in  the  efti- 
macion  of  naturalids,  a produ&ion  of  fingular  inge- 
nuity. As  fuch  it  may  be  excellent  ; but  to  render 
it  a theme  of  comparifon  in  any  kind  or  degree  of 
application  to  the  author’s  obje&s  or  merits  in  the 
difcovery  of  theVaccina,  is  the  mod  heterogeneous  of 
fimilitudes  ; it  is  a wanton  effufion  of  critical  gall.  If 
ever  an  individual  was  entitled  to  claim  the  attention 
of  the  metropolis,  it  was  Dr.  Jenner.  But  a flronger 
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reafon  may  be  adduced  why  it  was  neceflary  for 
Dr.  J.  to  go  to  London,  and  it  is  one  which  is  mod 
unfavourable  to  the  reputations  of  thole  whom  it  is 
the  Reviewer’s  ocupation  to  exalt  at  Dr.  J.’s  expence. 
It  was  during  the  very  sera  of  the  exigence  of  Dr. 
P.’s  unfortunate  Vaccine  experiments,  that  Dr.  J. 
fixed  himfelf  in  London  from  the  magnitude  of  his  dif- 
covery,  and  the  folicitations  of  the  fird  and  greated 
of  the  medical  names  of  the  metropolis.  The  Re- 
viewer mod  modedly  denies  that  Dr.  Jenner  would 
have  commanded  an  extenfive  degree  of  confidence, 
or  a confiderable  extent  of  emolument,  by  the  con- 
cealment of  his  procefs.  He  has  fo  little  deference 
towards  the  nature  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  difcovery,  that 
he  compares  it  with  the  general  forms  of  quackery, 
had  it  been  rendered  an  arcanum.  Such  opinions, 
in  the  accudomed  force  of  the  authority  of  the  jour- 
nalid,  may  pafs  current ; and  I doubt  not  their  in- 
fluence even  on  refle&ing  minds,  were  there  no 
counterpoife  of  atteflation.  1 he  declared  evidence 
of  medical  chara&ers,  as  appears  by  the  Report  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  is  deci- 
dedly oppofite.  Profefllonal  men  of  high  reputation, 
converfant  in  the  habits  of  fociety  in  every  particu- 
lar which  bears  on  the  medical  art,  and  fully  ac- 
quainted with  its  prejudices  and  its  predile&ions, 
have  delivered  other  opinions  with  the  mod  perfeft 
dccifion.  Between  thefe  and  the  ipfe  dixit  of  the 
unknown  parti  fan  of  Dr.  P.  the  comparifon  of  credi- 
bility may  red. 
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A little  more  on  the  topics  wherein  this  Reviewer 
ha*  equally  hela  at  variance  faCt  anct  reafr  nirjg.  He 
fay  s If  we  refer  to  Dr.  Jenner’s  work  and  the 
very  cw  cafes  there  recorded,  we  (hall  fee  fome  er- 
roneous pofitions.”  It  might  be  expected  that  thefe 
erroneous  pofitions  would  have  been  exemplified. 
Ho  diftinct  inftances  are  adduced;  but  we  are  told 
in  tlie  fucceffion  of  the  context,  “ We  have  faid 
enough  of  the  fuppofed  fames , the  Horfe’s  Heel, 
which  offers  the  molt  dilgufting  image.”  This  is 
the  language  of  a profefifed  medical  critic,  of  a pa- 
thologift  who  fits  in  judgment  on  the  truths  of  opi- 
nions- This  alfo  is  his  commentary  on  a moft  curi- 
ous and  important  fact,  deduced  from  ingenious  (pe- 
culation, and  demonfirated  by  abfolute  experiment. 
Such  is  the  information  and  the  critical  uprightnefs, 
in  the  execution  of  their  duty,  of  our  cenfors. 

We  are  afterwards  told,  that  “if  Dr.  Jenner’s 
admirers  pleafe,  we  will  confider  him  as  a public  be- 
nefactor, but  not  as  a philofopher  of  the  firft  magni- 
tude.” No  fuch  requifition  has  been  made  by  the 
more  difereet  adherents  of  Dr.  Jenner.  They  have 
afked  for  him  the  allowance  of  fortunate  talent,  of 
phyfiological  (kill,  of  acute  ingenuity,  and  of  laud- 
able difintereftednefs.  It  is  not  thefe  which  the  wor- 
fhippers  of  Dr.  P.  would  arraign,  but  they  would 
place  the  offerings  on  their  own  altar ; and  they  are 
neglectful,  that  in  the  levelling  of  the  merits  of 
Vaccine  difeovery,  they  are  Tapping  the  foundations 
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of  the  edifice  which  they  would  fain  raife  in  honour 
of  the  deity  of  their  own  praife. 

I fhall  follow  this  Reviewer  hut  little  further, — as 
where  he  fays,  “ Dr.  Jenner  having  darted  the  fub- 
jeCt  and  purfued  it  fomewhat  carelefsly,  left  it  and 
his  refidence,  feemingjy  fplenetic  and  angry.”  Had 
the  mod  irafcible  expredions  of  human  feeling  been 
wrung  from  Dr.  J.  by  the  blundering  torturers  of 
his  difeovery,  he  might  have  been  judified  by  the 
feelings  of  outraged  truth  $ but  no  fuch  fenfations 
are  depifted  in  any  part  of  his  written  works,  and 
by  rhefe  alone  that  part  of  fociety  who  are  unac- 
quainted with  his  perfonal  and  internal  character 
can  judge.  To  thofe  who  are  converfant  with 
thefe,  no  defence  will  be  needed  of  his  philofophic 
moderation. 

The  Reviewer  concludes  with  obferving,  in  allu- 
fion  to  Drs.  Pearfon  and  Woodville,  rhat  their  la- 
bours u are  fo  important  and  beneficial,  they  have 
placed  a fubjeff  incumbered  with  difficulties  and  con- 
tradictions in  a point  of  view  fo  clear,  forcible,  and 
fcientific,  that  they  cannot  fee,  without  a little  indig- 
nation, praifes  and  rewards  drikingly  exclufive,” 

* 

Were  thefe  a fy liable  of  jud  foundation  for  thefe 
aimings  at  defert,  it  would  be  well ; but  <c  there’s 
the  rub.”  In  lieu  of  the  removal  of  difficulties 
whole  exidence  I have  not  been  able  to  defery,  they 
have  impofed  thofe  of  their  own  formation,  and 
are  afterwards  irritated  by  the  radiance  of  the  truths 
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which  they  had  obfcured.  For  this  they  fret  and 

i 

murmur  at  exclufive  diftin&ions.  In  fhort,  if  the 

> > 

claims  of  Dr.  Jenner’s  opponents  are  well  found- 
ed, they  leave  him  with  exalted  pretenfions  to 
honour ; but  if  unjuft  and  frivolous,  they  incur,  and 
I believe  will  receive  from  exifting  and  future  fo- 
ciety,  all  that  the  impartial  feeling  of  mankind  can 
apply  to  the  grolfeft  of  injuries  on  its  beft  of  be- 
nefactors. 
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APPENDIX. 

t • f 

NOTE  to  Pages  19,  20. 

» Y 'i  * i i r '• 

QOME  recent  information  which  I have  received 
^ from  the  moil  authentic  and  refpeftable  fources, 
induces  me  to  enlarge  a little  more  on  the  occur- 
rences at  Brighthelmftone  and  Petworth.  The  cir- 
cumftances  were  as  follow : — A lady  of  rank  at 
Brighton  determined  on  the  adoption  of  the  Vaccina 
for  three  of  her  children,  as  fome  objections  had 
long  fubfifted  to  the  Inoculation  of  Small-Pox. 
Here  then  was  a cafe  of  unufual  nicety,  and  which 
required  much  circumfpe&ion.  They  were  accord- 
ingly inoculated  with  fuppofed  Vaccine  matter,  and 
which  is  allowed  to  have  been  furniffied  by  Dr.  P. 
A fevere  degree  of  Small-Pox  fucceeded  in  the  pa- 
tients ; matter  from  thefe  was  fen t to  Petworth,  the 
feat  of  Lord  Egremont,  where  in  numerous  inftances 
it  produced,  as  we  have  before  feen,  rnofl  decided 
and  unequivocal  Small-Pox.  The  fceptical  reafoner 
might  fay  of  the  firft  of  thefe  cafes,  that  it  is  impof- 
fible  to  prove  that  Small-Pox  contagion  was  not  ap- 
plied in  fome  other  way,  and  the  fame  argument  (/.  e. 
the  difficulty  of  proving  a negative)  might  be  ufed 
in  every  cafe.  But  it  happens  that  in  the  prefent 
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U'anfo&ion,  we  are  in  poffeffion  of  proof  amounting 
to  pofitive,  and  that  from  no  lefs  a fource  than  Dr. 
P.’s  own  authority,  that  the  Small-Pox  was  the  ac- 
tual refult  of  the  application  of  Variolous  matter.  I 
will  endeavour  to  make  out  this  affirmation  from  Dr. 
P.’s  own  flatements,  and  to  contrail  his  fentiments 
at  the  period  when  he  was  eflabliihing  his  “ con- 
vinci  g evidences  ” of  the  character  and  the  utility 
of  the  Vaccina  in  1800,  with  the  opinions  given  in 
his  “ Examination.”  The  latter  are  fo  completely 
at  iffiie  with  the  former,  that  no  dretch  of  liberal  in- 
terpretation can  reconcile  them.  In  a letter  inferred 
in  the  Medical  and  Phyfical  Journal,  of  February, 
i8oq.  Dr.  P.  fays,  “ In  the  month  of  O&ober  lad, 
I inoculated  a child  with  Vaccine  poifon 

“ The  Vaccine  difeafe  took  place  with  the  ufual 
appearances  in  the  inoculated  part,  and  affe<5led  the 
'whole  conjiitution  in  the  ordinary  manner  ; but  a few 
eruptions  broke  out  on  the  fecond  or  third  day, 
after  a f ight  fever ; they  were  however  only  the 
large  red  pimples  afore-mentioned,  and  of  courfe  not 
at  all  like  the  Small-Pox.  Mr.  Keate  carried  matter 
from  this  child  to  Brighthelmflone,  where  Mr.  Bar- 
ret inoculated  two  children  who  took  the  difeafe, 
and  from  one  of  thefe  Mr.  Keate  inoculated  three 
children.  They  had  all  the  ufual  fever  about  the 
eighth  day,  and  all  had  a number  of  eruptions. 
Matter  from  thefe  patients  was  fent  to  Petworth, 
where,  Mr.  Andre  informs  me,  he  inoculated  with  it 
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fourteen  children ; they  all  took  the  difeafe,  and  had 
eruptions  like  the  Variolous .”  Dr.  P.  then  infers, 
64  That  in  certain  conditutions,  or  under  the  cir- 
cumftances  of  certain  co-operating  agents,  the  Vac- 
cine poifon  produces  a difeafe  refembling  the  Small- 
Pox  ; and  the  eruptions  refemble  very  much,  if  not 
exaCtly,  fome  varieties  of  Small-Pox .”  It  is  un- 
necedary  to  urge  more  explicitly  than  Dr.  P.’s  text 
exprdfes,  that  he  pofitively  regarded  thefe  eruptions 
as  fpecihcally  Vaccine,  and  not  Variolous.  Let  it  be 
remembered,  that  this  was  at  the  time  when  he  pro- 
feiTed  the  correction  of  the  errors  of  the  difeoverer, 
and  that  auxiliary  fupport  of  the  difeovery,  without 
which,  he  fays,  it  could  not  have  taken  root.  What, 
then  were  Dr.  P.’s  qualifications  for  this  important 
talk  ; and  of  what  defer iption  were  his  powers  of 
diferimination,  who  could  infer  that  “a  number  of 
eruptions  after  a flight  fever,”  propagating  fimilar 
eruptions  and  fimilar  fever,  were  eflential  fymptoms 
of  Vaccina?  But  my  bufinefs  here  is  with  the  faff, 
and  we  mud  go  to  Dr.  P.’s  44  Examination,”  p.  74, 
for  his  confeflion  : 44  Unfortunately  matter  was  fent 
from  the  Small-Pox  eruptions  to  Petworth,  for  In- 
oculation, in  place  of  Vaccine  matter,  and  there  of 
courfe  it  produced  the  Small-Pox.  All  that  could 
have  been  done  by  an  experienced  practitioner  at  the 
time,  was  to  have  taken  the  matter  from  the  pock  of 
the  moculated  part  which  (hewed  the  diflinguifhing 
characters  of  the  Vaccina.”  Dr.  P.  adds,  with  much 
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* indiiFcrencc,  ct  this  acc\ienr,  however,  fornifhed  -a 
delightful  goth  9%  ftory  for  thofe  who  chofe  to  re- 
present .•  i-;>  and  ray  friends  as  blameable,  .although 
’ »u  i ruth  1 had  no  concern  in  the  practice,  except 
fnrmihing  a diftinct  cafe' of  Cow-Pock,  to  airord 
matter  without  eruption.” 

From  the  v.  hole  recital  of  Dr.  P.’s  it  U ntanifeft, 
that  he  will  make  any  concelllon,  except  that  the 
matter  furnlihed  by  him  for  the  Brighton  inocula- 
tions was  really  Variolous  ; and  he  affetfs  furprife 
t the  'reputations  againft  him  on  this  account.  To 
prove  that  fuch  was  the  abfolute  fact,  we  need  not 
go  further  than  his  hiftory.  It  is  now  well  known 
that  Variolous  eruptions  over  the  fyftem  may  co- 
ex  IF  with  the  local  and  perfeft  Vaccine  Puftidc. 
We  ivoow  alfo,  that  the  matter  of  the  Puftule  ia 
tilde  circumdances  produces  as  pure  Vaccina  as  if 
the  eruptions  did  not  exift.  But  v/hat  was  the  cafe 
rh  thy  Brighton  patients They  had  the  moft  abfo- 
lute  oir  ft  l-Pox  ; and  yet  Dr.  P.  tells  a?,  he  afforded 
<s  a diftinff  cafe  of  Cow-Potk  to  afford  matter  with- 
out  eruption.”  Now  at  this  time  Dr.  P.  was  per- 
fectly ignorant  of  the  poffible  co-exifterice  of  Vario- 
lous eruption  and  Vaccine  Puftule;  and  he  conceived 
' - ond  ivGiVd  tf.it  the  whole  phenomena  were  Vaccine. 
A perfon  of  fuch  opinions  would  probably  take  mat- 
ter indifferently  from  the  local  Puftule  or  the  general 
eruptions ; and  he  acknowledges  that  his  “ dijtinft 
cafe  of  Cnu-Pox”  was  an  eruptive  cafe.  Whether 
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in%  f.  vnok  matter  Vim;cj£  6r  aftbrhcd  tlcopporu- 
ynu is  imrr,tU  >ai.  'worn  u.c  fhjfts  r.ovv  known  con- 
cm-ji :g  ihc  Wo .h-a  as .applied  to  nib  n :ftorv>.  cj;r. 
of  thefe  Inferences  mrtff  be  incoufrcn  erti.Me,  \.£ 
llie  iocdl  Puftnle  •*}  pr.  P.’s  cafe  of  “ uifciupr 
CowTW  ’’  \v;,5  variolous;  or  matter  was  taken 
from  :be  Variolous  Puftules,  luppofing,  as  Dr. 
IV  did,  they  were  Vaccine. 

1 hope  Dr.  ?\  will  no  longe;  impugn  the  motives 
O'  the  propagators  of.  this  (lory  as  unjuft,  or  term 
thofe  ftriftures  falje  and  r'uUcj’m-,  which  are  aim» ‘ 
at  the  elucidation  of  errors  fa  momentous,  and  e.. 
pbe;iU0ii&  fa  difmgenuous. 

<xOTL  is  ? arc 

# «.  . . . *«  •?>  o *+ 

Op,  this  fait  I have,  the  pleafure  of  raiding,  ?i;at 
t\$t  the  opinions  of  the  Cormniilion  Af  obco-Cir  • 
uirgkwte  inftjruc  X Mi  he  en  vera  dess  c*:d:*s  er- 
gon? etc  man  Cifaipin,”  are  in  union  with  my  own , jj 
mean. or  the  qudlion  of  die  fufcepnhhty  of  theTow- 
pox  after  the  Small  P >x\  The  p-«  " ' V--,  page  137, 
is  tliii  - ; ^Tenner  aftirme  ie  romrairc.  et  jpenfe  qoela. 

Vaccine  pent  V conn-after  deux  fo»s.  Pearfon  le 

■ 

nie » muisTps  experiences  de  la  Commt&on.  quoique 
i onfenmes  a celles  de  Pearfon,  ue  fwi  jorni  ap  ■ 
VA>v0t'ei!;h  pour  rsfuter  folidahenr  Popinion  r> 

, leaner?  ’ - ' • 
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